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1.0
1.1

PURPOSE & NEED

INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to analyze Stewart Petroleum
Corporation’s (Stewart) proposed exploratory natural gas drilling on their Federal leases within
the Tumbleweed Oil and Gas Unit (Tumbleweed Unit).
This EA is a site-specific analysis of potential impacts that could result with the implementation
of Alternative - the Proposed Action; Alternative B – Buried Pipelines; or Alternative C - the No
Action Alternative. The EA assists the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in project planning
and ensuring compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and in making a
determination as to whether any “significant” impacts could result from the analyzed
alternatives. An EA provides analysis for determining whether a “Finding of No Significant
Impact” (FONSI) can be issued or whether it would be necessary to prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). A FONSI is a document that briefly presents the reasons why
implementation of the selected alternative would not result in “significant” environmental
impacts (effects). If the decision maker determines that this project would result in “significant”
impacts, then an EIS will be prepared for the project. If not, a Decision Record and FONSI will
be prepared approving the selected alternative or combination of alternatives.
1.2

BACKGROUND

The Tumbleweed Unit is located in portions of Townships 14 - 15 South, Range 21 East (T1415S: R21E), in Uintah County, Utah, approximately 32 miles south of Ouray, Utah (See Figure
1-1). Surface ownership in the Tumbleweed Unit consists of Federal land administered by the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and State land managed by the State of Utah School and
Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA). Mineral ownership for the proposed well
locations in this EA is entirely Federal.
In 2005, the Bill Barrett Corporation Tumbleweed 3D Seismic Survey Environmental Assessment
(BLM 2005) approved 3D seismic exploration in the Tumbleweed Unit. In October 2005 Bill
Barrett Corporation (BBC) completed 3D seismic surveys of the Tumbleweed Unit. In January
2007, Stewart purchased Tumbleweed Unit leases from BBC. Using the results of the seismic
surveys to help determine specific locations for exploratory drilling, Stewart has proposed up to
six site-specific exploratory wells.
Stewart’s proposed exploratory drilling would allow them to determine if economically viable
quantities of natural gas are present in targeted geologic formations in the Tumbleweed Unit. It
is anticipated that exploratory drilling of the six wells would commence in late summer of 2007.
BLM onsites have been completed and Applications for Permits to Drill (APDs) have been
submitted for each of the six proposed wells discussed in this EA.
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1.3

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The purpose of the Tumbleweed Exploratory Drilling Project is to drill exploratory gas wells to
gather data and determine the feasibility of future natural gas development in the Project Area.
Specifically, the purpose of the project is to drill six deep, exploratory wells to explore for, test,
and potentially develop natural gas from the Wingate geologic formation, and if successful,
produce commercial quantities of oil and/or gas under the terms and stipulations of Stewart’s
Federal leases in Uintah County, Utah.
Stewart’s need for the project is to fulfill its obligations and responsibilities under its Federal
leases to explore, develop and produce commercial quantities of hydrocarbons.
If the proposed exploration wells are productive, the Proposed Action could also:
•

Generate Federal, State, taxes and/or royalty revenues.

•

Support local economies by providing and maintaining employment opportunities
and expanding the tax base.

•

Contribute to available natural gas supply for the national market.

•

Reduce dependence on potentially unstable foreign sources of energy.

•

Contribute to the available supply of a clean-burning fuel.

BLM is considering approval of private exploration and production from Federal oil and gas
leases because the activity is an integral part of BLM’s oil and gas leasing program under
authority of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended by the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 and the Federal Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Reform Act of 1987.
Additionally, oil and gas exploration and development is recognized as an appropriate use of
public lands in the Book Cliffs Resource Management Plan that provides management direction
for the leased area. BLM will consider approval of the Proposed Action in a manner that avoids
undue or unnecessary degradation of public lands; is consistent with management objectives
identified in the RMP; is consistent with the lease rights granted to Stewart; and prevents
unnecessary or undue degradation of the public lands.
1.4

CONFORMANCE WITH BLM LAND USE PLAN

Federal lands in the Tumbleweed Project Area are under the jurisdiction of the BLM’s Vernal
Field Office. Policies for exploration, development, and land use decisions within the
Tumbleweed Project Area are contained in the Record of Decision and Rangeland Program
Summary for the Book Cliffs Resource Management Plan (Book Cliffs RMP) (BLM 1985). The
Record of Decision (ROD) allows for processing of Applications for Permit to Drill (APDs) and
right-of-way (ROW) grant applications in support of oil and gas operations, with the impacts of
construction and operation activities (e.g., construction of roads, drilling of wells, operation of
compressor stations, etc.) to be analyzed on a case-by-case basis. The management objective of
the Book Cliffs RMP for energy resources is to lease/permit exploration and development while
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protecting or mitigating impacts to other resource values. Implementation of the Proposed
Action or Alternative C would respond to this objective by allowing Stewart to explore natural
gas resources in the Tumbleweed Project Area, while avoiding, minimizing, or mitigating the
potential effects of construction, drilling, completion, and operational activities on biotic and
abiotic resources. Therefore, the Proposed Action and Alternative C would be in conformance
with the Book Cliffs RMP and ROD.
The decisions regarding the alternatives will be documented in the Decision Record signed by
the BLM’s Vernal Field Office Authorized Officer (AO). The BLM decision will apply only to
the site-specific components of this project on public lands and leases.
1.5

RELATIONSHIP TO STATUTES, REGULATIONS, OR OTHER PLANS

This EA was prepared in accordance with NEPA and in compliance with all applicable
regulations and laws passed subsequently, including Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ)
regulations (40 CFR, Parts 1500-1508), U.S. Department of the Interior (USDI) requirements
(Department Manual 516, Environmental Quality), and guidelines listed in BLM’s NEPA
Handbook, H-1790-1 (BLM 1988).
Although the majority of construction would occur on Federal lands, a small portion would occur
on State lands managed by the SITLA in Section 16 T14S R21E. There are no comprehensive
SITLA guidance documents for the vicinity of the Proposed Action. However, because SITLA’s
objectives are to produce funding for the State school system, and because production on Federal
leases in the region could potentially lead to drilling and production on State lands, it is assumed
that the Proposed Action and Alternative C is consistent with the objectives of the State.
The proposed natural gas exploration is also consistent with the Uintah County Public Lands
Implementation Plan (Uintah County Plan) (Uintah County 2005). The Uintah County Plan
contains policy statements addressing public land multiple-use, resource use and development,
access, and wildlife management. The Uintah County Plan specifically states, “Uintah County’s
economy is based upon extractive mineral industries and would continue to be in the foreseeable
future. The County supports maintaining and increasing renewable resource values, but the vital
importance of the minerals industry should be given the highest priority possible. Utilizing Best
Management Practices has demonstrated that the minerals industry and renewable resources can
thrive at the same time; however, unwarranted overprotection of renewable resources at the
expense of the minerals industry is contrary to the Uintah County Plan.” Based on this
information, it is assumed that the Proposed Action and Alternative C are consistent with the
objectives of Uintah County.
1.6

RELATED AND CONNECTED ACTIONS

Projects related to the proposed exploratory drilling are discussed in the following paragraphs.
Seismic exploration within the Project Area was analyzed and approved in the Bill Barrett
Corporation Tumbleweed 3D Seismic Survey Environmental Assessment, Uintah County, Utah
(Tumbleweed 3-D Seismic EA) (EA UT-080-2003-409) (BLM 2005). The Tumbleweed 3-D
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Seismic EA was a related action because the geologic data gathered during the seismic project
were used to help identify site-specific placement of the proposed wells considered in this EA.
The Tumbleweed seismic project is not a connected action because: 1) the seismic project was
conducted independently of these wells; and 2) these wells would have been proposed by Stewart
Petroleum and could be drilled regardless of the presence or absence of the seismic data.
The proposed pipeline in this EA would tie into the existing Winter Ridge pipeline, which was
analyzed in the Questar Gas Management Company’s Winter Ridge Pipeline Environmental
Assessment (Winter Ridge EA) (EA UT-080-06-362). The proposed pipeline in this EA would
tie into the existing Wolf Point compressor station, which was analyzed in Pioneer’s Wolf Point
Pipeline Project Environmental Assessment (UT-080-2000-0006). The existing pipeline and
existing compressor station are considered related actions because they are tied into delivering
gas from the proposed exploration wells to market. The existing pipeline and compressor
station, and their associated EAs, are not connected actions because the pipeline and compressor
service other ongoing oil and gas projects/fields, and were approved and installed independent of
the Tumbleweed exploratory drilling proposal.
1.7

IDENTIFICATION OF ISSUES

As part of internal scoping, BLM resource specialists in the Vernal Field Office reviewed
Stewart’s Proposed Action and conferred with other agencies to assess the type and magnitude of
potential impacts to affected resources. The potential issues listed below are consistent with
relevant concerns and potential issues presented in Appendix A (Interdisciplinary Team
Checklist). These potential issues are carried forward for analysis in the Environmental
Consequences section (Chapter 4) of the EA.
1.7.1

SOILS

Issue 1:

Construction of proposed wells, pipelines, roads, and associated facilities would
result in the removal or disturbance of vegetation and soils.

Issue 2:

Disturbance of soils could lead to increased soil erosion, sediment yield, and impacts
to biological soil crusts.

1.7.2

WATER RESOURCES

Issue 1:

Construction of proposed wells, pipelines, roads, and associated facilities could result
in direct and indirect impacts to surface water resources.

Issue 2:

Construction and operation of wells, pipelines, and associated facilities could
potentially result in chemical spills that could be yielded to Project Area drainages
and subsequently, the Green River. However the project is 41 miles away from the
river, so that the potential for chemical spills reaching the river is negligible.
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1.7.3
VEGETATION (INCLUDING SPECIAL STATUS PLANT SPECIES AND
INVASIVE, NON-NATIVE WEEDS)
Issue 1:

Removal of vegetation and disturbance to underlying soils could increase soil erosion,
soil compaction, and sediment yield, thereby reducing the potential for vegetation reestablishment and potentially changing overall species composition of the area.

Issue 2:

Removal of vegetation and disturbance to underlying soils could increase the
potential for weed invasion and establishment.

Issue 3:

Traffic associated with operational activities could contribute to weed invasion.

1.7.4

RANGELAND MANAGEMENT AND WILD HORSES

Issue 1:

Construction of proposed wells, pipelines, roads, and associated facilities would
result in the removal or disturbance of browse and forage.

Issue 2:

Removal or disturbance of vegetation could decrease the overall vegetative
productivity of the Project Area, and could reduce available forage and Animal Unit
Months (AUMs) for livestock, wild horses, and wildlife.

Issue 3:

The removal of vegetation, increased traffic activity, and project-related noise could
temporarily cause livestock and wild horses to forage in adjacent, undisturbed areas,
thereby causing increased grazing impacts in those areas.

1.7.5
FISH AND WILDLIFE (INCLUDING T&E AND SPECIAL STATUS
SPECIES)
Issue 1:

The alternatives could result in a loss of wildlife habitat due to construction of well
pads, pipelines, roads, and associated facilities.

Issue 2:

The alternatives could result in a temporary decrease in wildlife use of Project Area
habitats (i.e., displacement) during construction, drilling, and completion activities.

Issue 3:

The alternatives could result in a temporary decrease in reproductive success and
nutritional condition of wildlife caused by increased energy expenditure that could
occur due to physical responses to noise and visual disturbance during construction,
drilling, and completion.

Issue 4:

The alternatives could result in a temporary increase in the potential for collisions
between big game or wildlife and motor vehicles due to increased traffic during
construction, drilling, and completion.

Issue 5:

Water depletion, sedimentation, or spills may occur and could impact fish.
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Issue 6:

1.7.6

The removal of vegetation and visual and noise disturbances during construction,
drilling, completion, and operational activities could potentially affect fish and
wildlife including special status species.
PROPOSED ACECS AND WILDERNESS CHARACTERISTICS AREAS

Issue 1:

The alternatives could potentially affect the values for which the proposed Main
Canyon ACEC and the Wilderness Characteristics area were nominated.

1.7.7

PALEONTOLOGY

Issue 1:

If paleontological clearance surveys and subsequent avoidance or on-site monitoring
for paleontological resources and subsequent avoidance are not conducted, the
Proposed Action and Buried Pipeline Alternative could affect fossil resources.
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2.0
2.1

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVE

PROPOSED ACTION

Stewart is proposing exploratory natural gas drilling within the Tumbleweed Unit. The
Tumbleweed Unit is located in portions of T14-15S: R21E, in Uintah County, Utah,
approximately 32 miles south of Ouray, Utah. Surface ownership in the Tumbleweed Unit
consists of Federal land managed by the BLM, and State of Utah land managed by SITLA.
Activities associated with the Proposed Action would include the construction and drilling of up
to six exploratory natural gas wells and associated production facilities, roads, and pipelines on
Federal and State lands in the Tumbleweed Project Area (Figure 1-1).
The Proposed Action consists of a site-specific proposal that has been designed in cooperation
between Stewart Petroleum and the BLM. Onsite evaluations have been conducted by BLM for
each of the six proposed well pads, access roads, and pipelines. As a result of those onsite
evaluations, some of the originally proposed surface locations have been moved or drilling
operations changed to accommodate site-specific concerns and reduce or eliminate potential
impacts to resource values. For example, Section 2.4.1 includes discussion on alternate road
locations for the proposed Tumbleweed Unit Federal #3-4-15-21 and Tumbleweed Unit Federal
#14-17-15-21. However, this alternative was eliminated from further analysis after an onsite
evaluation.
In another example, the operator and BLM determined that the proposed well for the
Tumbleweed #18-9 would have to be directionally drilled from the proposed well pad, as the
bottomhole location occurs below a topographically challenging area, thus the proposed surface
location will require less surface disturbance. Following onsite inspections and subsequent relocations and re-routes, APDs for the proposed wells discussed in this EA were submitted to
BLM.
2.1.1

WELL PERMITTING PROCESS

Stewart’s Proposed Action for the Tumbleweed Project would require approval of the individual
wells through the APD process. The APDs are completed in order to be in conformance with
Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1, and they include a drilling plan, a surface use plan of
operations (SUPO) with Best Management Practices (BMPs), evidence of bond coverage, and
other information requested by the BLM for evaluating the proposed wells.
The BLM’s approval of the APDs is contingent on compliance with the following requirements:
•

All activities must comply with applicable Federal, State, and local laws and regulations
to the extent that such State and local laws are applicable to Federal leases;

•

All activities must contain adequate safeguards to protect the environment;

•

Disturbed lands must be properly reclaimed; and
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•

Public health and safety must be protected.

As previously stated, onsites have been completed for each of the proposed wells and associated
ROWs, and APDs have been submitted to the BLM.
2.1.2

WELL PAD CONSTRUCTION

In order to drill the proposed exploratory gas wells within the Tumbleweed Project Area, up to
six well pads would be constructed. Each well pad would initially occupy approximately 1.3
acres (approximately 350 x 160 feet) in order to safely house the drilling rig, associated
equipment, vehicles, and ancillary facilities needed for construction, drilling, and completion.
Total initial disturbance from well pad construction in the Project Area would be approximately
7.8 acres.
Construction of a typical well pad would involve the use of the following heavy equipment: a D6
or larger crawler tractor, a D12 or larger motor grader, a Class 125 or larger track hoe, a midsized backhoe, a 10-yard dump truck, and possibly a Class 988 loader. Equipment needs would
vary depending on the site-specific conditions. All surface disturbing activities would be
supervised by a company representative who is familiar of the terms and conditions in the
approved EA and permit.
In order to clear surfaces for well pad construction, a crawler tractor would strip existing topsoil
and brush, and would stockpile the soil along the uphill side of the well pad, if feasible. All cut
and fill slopes needed for the well pad would be constructed so that stability would be
maintained for the life of the project. To prevent storm water from washing onto each well pad,
diversion ditches and berms would be constructed with a motor grader. Prior to drilling
operations, a reserve pit would be excavated adjacent to the working area. To avoid impacts to
soils and shallow groundwater, the reserve pit would be lined with 12-mil (minimum) plastic
nylon reinforced material. The liner would overlay a felt liner pad if rock is encountered during
excavation. The pit liner would overlap the pit walls and be covered with dirt and/or rocks to
hold it in place. The reserve pit liners would have minimum burst strength equal to or greater
than 300 pounds, puncture strength equal to or greater than 160 pounds, and grab tensile strength
exceeding 150 pounds. Each liner would be resistant to deterioration by hydrocarbons, and all
liners would be tested in accordance with American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM)
standards. Spoil from the pit would be stockpiled within a drainage control berm along the edge
of each pit and adjacent to each well pad. The depth of the reserve pit would be approximately
10 feet, with two feet of freeboard.
To assure stability, the reserve pit would be constructed on the cut side of the pads. The pit
would not be constructed in a natural drainage, where flood hazards exist, or where surface runoff could enter the pit or damage the pit walls. Three sides of the reserve pit would be fenced
before drilling, and the fourth side would be fenced as soon as drilling is completed. All fences
would remain until the liquids are removed and the pits are backfilled. After the well has been
drilled, all pits containing materials that might be hazardous to wildlife would be covered with
steel mesh screen or netting to prevent entry by migratory birds, bats, or other wildlife species
and livestock.
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Each well pad would be surrounded by a berm to minimize erosion, and all drainage from the
pads would be directed toward the reserve pit. The berm would also divert drainage from
adjacent lands around areas of disturbance. Energy dissipaters such as straw bales, rock gabions,
and silt fences may be used in areas where the possibility of down-cutting exists.
If the wells are productive, a portion of each well pad would be reclaimed following completion.
All portions of the well pad surfaces not used to house production facilities and not needed to
provide continued access to those facilities would be re-graded so that water would drain away
from the reclaimed drilling pits. The re-graded areas would then be seeded with an AO approved seed mixture. Approximately 0.35 acres (100 x 150 feet) of each well pad would
remain in place over the life of the project. Total long-term well pad disturbance from the six
well pads is estimated to be approximately 2.1 acres. If a well is unproductive, the pad would be
entirely reclaimed following well plugging and abandonment. In the case of either a productive
or unproductive well, reclamation activities would take place within one year of drilling
activities.
2.1.3

ROAD CONSTRUCTION

Access to the Project Area well pads would be achieved by connecting the wells pads to the
existing Winter Ridge road utilizing new and upgraded access road construction (see
Transportation Plan – Appendix B). The majority of roads utilized for the Tumbleweed
Proposed Action would occur on Federal (i.e., BLM) lands inside of the boundaries of Stewart’s
leases in the Tumbleweed Unit. However, some existing roads that would require improvement
are on State lands (i.e., SITLA), or on Federal lands outside of the unitized, leased area. All
appropriate ROW permits required for State land or non-unit construction would be completed
by Stewart. Construction of new access roads and upgrading of existing roads would only occur
within approved ROWs and would be in accordance with BLM Class III road guidelines
established for oil and gas exploration and development activities as described in the BLM/U.S.
Forest Service (USFS) publication Surface Operating Standards for Oil and Gas Exploration
and Development (Third Edition), BLM Manual Section 9113, and BLM’s Hydrological
Modification Standards for Roads. Site-specific approval of road ROWs would be obtained
through the BLM ROW Grant Process and Uintah County as appropriate."
The Proposed Action would require construction of up to approximately 4 miles (21,100 feet) of
new road surface and upgrading of up to approximately 1.9 miles (10,032 feet) of existing roads
in the Tumbleweed Project Area. Where possible, disturbance to steep slopes, rugged terrain,
and ephemeral/intermittent drainages would be avoided. The initial construction width of ROWs
for both new roads and existing road upgrades would be 32-feet wide, which would result in
approximately 23 acres of disturbance. Following road construction, unused road surfaces would
be reclaimed, and each road would have a 16-foot running surface, which would result in 11.5
acres of disturbance. All roads would be composed of a base overlain with 0.75-inch gravel, as
needed. The surface would have a crown to facilitate drainage to a borrow ditch designed to
minimize erosion potential. Grades would be less than 10 percent, and the maximum degree of
curve would be less than 50 degrees. No cuts, fills, or turnouts would be necessary to access
each well. The roads would have a design speed of approximately 20 miles per hour. Reseeding
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of unused portions of the road ROW would occur in the first appropriate season after
construction is completed.
New road construction would be accomplished at a rate of approximately 1.5 miles/day. Timing
of new road construction would be dependant upon the drilling schedule. New road construction
in the Project Area would utilize a crawler tractor or track hoe to windrow vegetation to one side.
A grader or bulldozer would establish borrow ditches and crown the road surface. If culverts are
required, a track hoe or backhoe would trench the road and install the culverts. Some manual
labor would be required when installing and armoring the culvert. Road base or gravel would be
hauled in and a grader used to smooth the running surface as needed. If gravel is used, it would
be obtained from a State-approved gravel pit. No unnecessary side-casting of material on steep
slopes would occur.
Improvements of existing roads would typically require the following equipment: a class 12 or
greater motor grader, a class D6 or larger crawler tractor, several 10-yard end dump trucks, and a
water truck(s). Methods for improving the existing roads and two-tracks would be similar to
those described for new road construction.
All existing and new roads in the Tumbleweed Project Area would require routine maintenance.
Depending on moisture conditions, each roadway would be watered or treated with other
approved dust suppressants to control dust and to facilitate grading. Up to approximately 320
barrels of water could be used per day during drilling and completion operations for dust
abatement, depending on ambient weather conditions. Drilling and completion may require up
to 100 days to complete per well, therefore, up to 18.6 acre-feet of water could potentially be
used for dust suppression to construct, drill and complete all six wells and associated
infrastructure.
In order to protect road networks and the public, Stewart would comply with existing Federal,
State, and county requirements and restrictions. All drivers and rig crews would be advised of
potential hazards from recreational traffic along the access roads, as well as hazards due to blind
corners, vehicles parked in the road, pedestrian traffic, etc. In addition, appropriate signs would
be erected to warn non-project personnel about traffic hazards associated with project-related
activities.
2.1.4

PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION

Pipelines would be necessary to transport gas from producing wells to their tie-in location (i.e.,
the existing Winter Ridge Pipeline) in the SW ¼ of Section 16, T15S: R21E. Up to 5 miles
(26,400 feet) of 10-inch diameter steel pipeline would be constructed and placed on the surface,
adjacent to the access roads. Although the majority of the surface pipeline would occur on BLM
lands within the unit, a portion of this pipeline would cross SITLA lands. The pipeline would
also traverse other BLM-administered lands outside of Stewart’s leased area. Prior to
construction, all necessary ROW permits would be obtained and filed with the appropriate
surface management agency, as required. Pipeline construction methods and practices would be
completed in such a manner so as to minimize surface disturbance. Surface pipeline would be
installed adjacent to roads and would require the initial disturbance of up to 10 feet outside and
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adjacent to the road ROW (6 acres of initial, linear disturbance). The pipeline would be
constructed by welding joints into long segments on the existing road surfaces. The welded
segments would then be dropped into position using a boom adjacent to the existing roads, and a
final welding pass would then be made to join all segments together. Following pipeline
installation, portions of the construction ROW not occupied by the pipeline would be reclaimed
(i.e., all but where the proposed pipeline sits on the surface), resulting in approximately 0.5 acres
of long-term disturbance.
2.1.5

DRILLING OPERATIONS

Once construction of the well pads is completed, drilling equipment would be moved onto each
drilling site. A standard drilling rig appropriate for the target depth would be set up on each well
pad and powered by diesel engines. Diesel fuel would be delivered by tanker truck to a storage
tank located on each well pad. The exact type and size of rig would be dependant upon rig
availability at the time of project implementation. Drilling water would be obtained from a local
water landowner in Main Canyon (State of Utah Application #49-123 [t31712] – filed
05/09/1921). The water source consists of an unnamed spring branch in Main Canyon.
Approximately two acre-feet of water would be needed to drill and complete each well. Wells
would utilize a semi closed-loop circulation system with reserve and flare pits.
As stated in Section 2.1, the Tumbleweed 18-9 would be directionally drilled from a proposed
well pad in the NESE1/4 of Section 18, T15S:R21E. The bottomhole would be located in a
topographically inaccessible area in the SWSE1/4 of Section 18. The remaining five proposed
wells would be vertically drilled from the proposed pad locations illustrated on Figure 1-1.
The proposed wells would be drilled to the Wingate Formation at approximately 12,000 feet in
depth. Any shallow water zones encountered during drilling would be isolated by either casing
or cement, and reported to the appropriate agencies. All potentially productive hydrocarbon
zones would be cemented. Site-specific descriptions of drilling procedures would be included in
the APD submitted to the AO by Stewart.
Upon completion of drilling, any hydrocarbons in the reserve pit would be removed as soon as
possible and processed or disposed of at an appropriate offsite commercial facility. Cuttings
generated during the drilling process would be buried in the reserve pit following the evaporation
or removal of free liquids.
Under routine conditions, approximately three weeks (21 days) would be required per well for
drill rig setup, drilling, and rig takedown. Drilling and completion problems have the potential to
extend this schedule. As many as 15 people may be present during construction and drilling
operations.
2.1.6

WELL COMPLETION

Once the wells are drilled and assuming indications of potential well productivity, completion
operations would commence. This would involve perforating the casing in target production
zones, followed by fracturing (fracing) the formation by injecting an agent (i.e., water and CO2)
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into the formation under high pressure. The fracing material would contain sand or other
proppant to keep the fractures from closing, thereby providing a conduit to allow the gas to flow
to the well bore. The next phase would be to flow and test the well to determine rates or
production. Natural gas from this test would be flared, in accordance with NTL 4A. Based on
flow rates from wells in adjacent fields, flaring could range anywhere from zero to ten million
standard cubic feet (MMscf) per day per well.
Well completion would be conducted using a truck-mounted work-over rig and would take
approximately three weeks (21 days) per well, depending on site-specific conditions.
2.1.7

PRODUCTION OPERATIONS

When a well is determined to be a producer, production facilities would be installed on the well
pad a minimum of 25 feet from the toe of the back slope or top of the fill slope. In order to store
produced water and condensate, up to two 400-bbl tanks (i.e., tank battery) would be placed on
the well pad. Each tank battery would be surrounded by a berm of sufficient capacity to contain
110% of the storage capacity of the largest tank. Produced water would be transported to
commercial disposal sites by tanker trucks. Condensate would be hauled by truck to an off-site
processing facility. All loading lines and valves would be placed inside the berm to contain
spills. In addition to the tank battery and berm, a gas meter run would also be constructed within
500 feet of the wellhead. All gas flow lines would be buried between the production equipment
and the housed meter. Gathering lines would be laid on the surface beyond the meter.
All security guidelines identified in 43 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 3162.7-3 and 312.75, Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 3-5, and American Gas Association (AGA) Report No. 3,
would be followed. All permanent structures constructed or installed would be painted a flat,
non-reflective standard environmental color as directed by the appropriate SMA. Facilities
would be painted within six months of installation. As required by the Occupational Safety and
Health Administration (OSHA), some equipment may be excluded from this painting for safety
considerations. During production, wells would be visited daily by one worker driving a typical
pick-up truck to the well pads for visual inspection of equipment, gauges, etc. All facilities and
equipment associated with the Proposed Action would be restricted to approved ROWs and well
pads.
2.1.7.1

Compressor Station

If the wells are successful, natural gas produced would be transported via the proposed eightinch diameter pipeline that ties into the existing Winter Ridge pipeline to the existing Wolf Point
compressor station located on State of Utah lands (NWNW of Section 32 T15S R22E).
Additional field compression is not proposed for this EA. However, temporary well site
compression may be needed depending upon production of the exploratory wells.
2.1.8

DRY HOLE/NON-PRODUCING WELL PROCEDURES

If a drilled well is a dry hole or not capable of production, the entire well pad, associated access
road, and pipeline if present, would be reclaimed. Stewart would follow the procedures of the
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BLM and Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining (UDOGM) for plugging and abandonment of
the well. All surface production equipment would be removed, and the well pad (and possibly
associated access road) would be closed and reclaimed according to SMA specifications, the
SUPO, and applicable Conditions of Approval (COAs).
2.1.9

DISTURBANCE ESTIMATES

Initial disturbances are those that would last the seven to eight years it generally takes for woody
vegetation to be re-established in the Uinta Basin. Long-term disturbances are those that would
not be reclaimed for the life of the proposed Tumbleweed Exploratory Drilling Project (20-30
years). Stewart’s Proposed Action includes a commitment for interim reclamation in areas not
needed for production. However, recent BLM monitoring has documented that interim
reclamation efforts in oil and gas development areas have largely been unsuccessful due to the
arid environmental of the Uinta Basin. Successful implementation of interim reclamation and
revegetation practices would effectively reduce the initial disturbance resulting from the project,
thus the long-term disturbance could be substantially less. However, regardless of the potential
for reclamation success, for impact analyses within Chapter 4 of this EA, all surface disturbance
and resulting direct and indirect impacts will be analyzed using the initial disturbance (worstcase scenario) calculations listed in Table 2-1.
Construction of the proposed well pads and associated access road and pipeline ROWs would
result in the initial disturbance of approximately 37 acres of vegetation and soils, as outlined in
Table 2-1. Once the proposed wells are completed, interim reclamation could reestablish 23
acres of vegetation. Approximately 14 acres of vegetation and soils would remain disturbed for
the life of the project.
Table 2-1.

Initial and Long-term Disturbance Estimates - Proposed Action

Proposed Surface
Facility/Activity

Initial Size Length/Width

Initial Surface
Disturbance

Initial Size Length/Width

Proposed Well Pads
Proposed Roads
Existing Roads Needing
Upgrades/Improvement
Proposed Surface-laid
Pipeline
Total Surface
Disturbance

1.3 acres
4 miles/32-feet

7.8 acres
15.8 acres

0.35 acres
4 miles/16-feet

Long-term
Surface
Disturbance
2.1 acres
7.9 acres

1.9 miles/32-feet

7.4 acres

1.9 miles/16-feet

3.7 acres

5 miles/10-feet

6 acres

5 miles/0.8 feet

0.5 acres

NA

37 acres

NA

14 acres

2.1.10

WATER SOURCES AND WATER USE

Stewart would haul water for drilling, completion, and dust suppression by truck from a local
water right owner in Main Canyon (State of Utah Application #49-123 [t31712]). The water
source consists of an unnamed spring branch in Main Canyon. Drilling and completion of up to
six wells in the Tumbleweed Project Area would require approximately twelve acre-feet of water
(i.e., approximately two acre-feet per well). Up to 320 barrels of water could be used per day
during drilling and completion operations for dust abatement. Drilling and completion may
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require up to 100 days per well, therefore, up to 18.6 acre-feet of water could potentially be used
for dust suppression. Total water use for drilling, completion, and dust suppression would be
approximately 30.6 acre-feet. It should be noted that Water Right Permit #49-123 was filed on
05/09/1921. Water older than 1989 are considered to be historical depletions that have
undergone Section 7 Consultation by the USFWS, and are therefore not subject to depletion fees.
T&E Fish and Water Depletion
The USFWS has identified four Federally listed fish species (pikeminnow, humpback chub,
bonytail, and razorback sucker) that could be affected by water depletion of the Green River
from the proposed water wells proposed for use in construction of the Proposed Action. Water
Depletion for these exploratory gas wells is based off of the use of water permit 49-123 in the
SW1/4 of Section 32, T15S:R23E. The water source for this State-approved water right consists
of an unnamed spring branch in Main Canyon, which is fed by Main Canyon, a tributary to
Willow Creek, and subsequently to the Green River. The water taken from this spring would
qualify as water depletion as explained on page 6 in the Programmatic Water Depletion
Biological Opinion for Oil and Gas Development Administered or Permitted by the Bureau of
Land Management. Formal consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service for this
Biological Opinion for water depletion was completed on July 28, 2006. The BLM is required
to submit the following information on water use and water depletion:
Project name and or applicant name
Permit number and or special use authorization

Lease Number(s)
Water Right Number & Location
General location and legal description
Depletion amount in acre feet
Timing of depletion
Identify if new or historic depletion
Sub-total water depletion (acre-feet) for each
applicant
Total depletion for the entire year in acre-feet
Total number of APDs approved
Total number of wells spudded

Stewart Petroleum
t-31712
U-72059
U-72667
U-74858
U-72018
U-84256
49-123, Main Canyon
SW1/4 of Section 32, T15S:R23E
30.6 acre-feet total (drilling,
completion and dust suppression)
unknown
Historic
30.6
Approximately 15.3 acre-feet
None Yet, 6 submitted
None Yet

In the above mentioned biological opinion, the USFWS determined that this level of anticipated
take is not likely to result in jeopardy to the species or destruction or adverse modification of
critical habitat because reasonable and prudent alternatives would be implemented.
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2.1.11

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND OTHER WASTES

As mentioned previously, any hydrocarbons remaining in the reserve pit would be removed as
soon as possible and processed or disposed of at an appropriate offsite commercial facility. All
drilling mud/water would be hauled off-site to a licensed, commercial disposal facility. Cuttings
generated during the drilling process would be buried in the reserve pit following removal of any
excess liquids. According to UDOGM Drilling and Operation Practices (2007), this would occur
within one year of completing the well.
Reportable quantities of chemicals on the Environmental Protection Agency's Consolidated List
of Chemicals Subject to Reporting Under Title III of the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA Title III) that would be used during drilling and completion
include diesel fuel, sand (silica), hydrochloric acid, and carbon dioxide (gas). During production
operations, natural gas condensate and crude oil would be produced. Triethylene glycol,
ethylene glycol mix (50%), and methanol would also be used during production. Small
quantities of consumer products (paint/spray paint, solvents, and lubrication oil) containing nonreportable volumes of hazardous substances may be stored and used during the life of the project.
No extremely hazardous substances, as defined in 40 CFR Part 355, would be used, produced,
stored, transported, or disposed of in association with the Proposed Action. Any spills of oil,
gas, produced water, or any other potentially contaminating substances would be cleaned up and
immediately removed to an approved disposal site in Vernal, Utah. Portable self-contained
chemical toilets would be rented from and maintained by a commercial supplier in Uintah
County. Upon completion of operations, or as required, these toilets would be removed and the
contents disposed of in an approved sewage disposal facility in Vernal, Utah.
A Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan, which outlines the methodology
to be used in the event of a spill, would be prepared and would be maintained onsite at all times.
The SPCC Plan would describe how to contain a spill and how to facilitate rapid clean up of any
hydrocarbon spill prior to its contamination of either surface or subsurface waters. Produced
liquid hydrocarbons and condensates would be stored in tanks surrounded by an impervious
berm of sufficient capacity to contain 110% of the storage capacity of the largest tank. All
loading lines and valves would be placed inside the berm surrounding the tank, or would be
surrounded by berms to contain spills. The tanks would be emptied, as necessary, and the liquids
transported to market via 100-barrel capacity trucks.
2.1.12

WORKOVERS

Workovers would not be undertaken on a set schedule but rather on an as-needed basis.
Completed within one to two weeks, workovers do not require additional surface disturbance.
Periodic workovers may be required to correct downhole problems in a producing well and to
return the well to production and to increase or maintain production from a producing zone or to
re-complete in a new zone.
A producing well could require a workover for any of the following reasons:
•

Changing or replacing production tubing;
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•

Refracturing producing formations using advanced techniques designed to stimulate
additional production;

•

Cleaning out the well bore and perforations to stimulate/facilitate production; and

•

Possibly “re-completing” in another potentially productive zone that was not originally
completed at the time the well was drilled.

2.1.13

RECLAMATION

The following reclamation practices were designed to rehabilitate the Tumbleweed Project Area
so that disturbed areas would achieve visual compatibility with the surrounding undisturbed
areas. Successful implementation of these practices would also reestablish vegetative cover that
would provide wildlife foraging habitat and livestock grazing habitat as soon as is practicable
after construction, drilling and completion are finalized.
Implementation of successful interim reclamation and revegetation practices would effectively
reduce the initial disturbance resulting from the project, thus the long-term disturbance could be
substantially less. Regardless of the potential for reclamation success, for impact analyses within
Chapter 4 of this EA, all surface disturbance and resulting direct and indirect impacts were
analyzed using the initial or maximum surface disturbance calculations.
Following construction, drilling, and completion activities, all disturbed areas not needed for
production would be reclaimed. These areas would include portions of road and pipeline ROWs,
as well as portions of well pads. Seed mixtures for reclaimed areas would be determined by the
appropriate SMA.
Follow-up seeding or corrective erosion or weed control measures would occur in areas where
initial reclamation efforts are unsuccessful. Any mulch used by Stewart would be weed and
noxious weed seeds free and reasonably free from mold and fungi Mulch may include native
hay, small grain straw, wood fiber, live mulch, cotton, jute, synthetic netting, and rock. Straw
mulch would contain fibers long enough to facilitate crimping and provide the greatest cover.
Prior to application of herbicides on BLM administered land, a Pesticide Use Proposal (PUP)
would be submitted and approved. Information about special status plant avoidance would be
outlined in the PUP. Pesticide Application Record Forms will be completed after each
application and submitted to the BLM Weed Coordinator before November 1st each year.
Stewart would initiate reclamation of disturbed habitat as appropriate. On producing wells,
Stewart would re-contour the location as appropriate to minimize slopes (not to exceed 3:1).
Areas not used for production purposes would be backfilled and blended into the surrounding
terrain, topsoil would be re-spread and re-seeded, and erosion control devices installed.
Mulching, erosion control measures, and fertilization may be required to achieve acceptable
stabilization. Reclamation of all unused portions of road and pipeline ROWs would take place
in the first appropriate season after initial disturbance. Road surfaces and other compacted areas
would be ripped to a depth of 1.0 foot on 1.5-feet centers to reduce compaction prior to
spreading the topsoil across the disturbed area. Stripped vegetation would be spread over the
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disturbed area for nutrient recycling, where practical. Road barriers to discourage travel may be
necessary. Stewart would monitor reclamation to ensure successful reestablishment of
vegetation.
In the event that wells are not producers, or at such time the well is plugged and abandoned, the
operator would submit a Notice of Intent to Abandon to the SMA, and the SMA would then
attach the appropriate surface rehabilitation conditions of approval. Back filling, leveling, and
re-contouring of the well pads would be performed as soon as possible after cessation of
production and removal of structures and completion operations. Reclamation measures for
plugged and abandoned wells and associated roads and pipeline ROWs would be identical to
those described above for interim reclamation.
2.1.14

APPLICANT-REQUIRED MEASURES

The following section discusses resource-specific environmental protection measures that would
be implemented as required by law, the Book Cliffs RMP, Stewart’s leases, and/or other
statutory or regulatory requirements. Implementation of these required measures would help
eliminate or minimize impacts to resources within the Tumbleweed Project Area. Additional
site-specific environmental protection measures may be identified during the APD and/or ROW
application review.
2.1.14.1 Air Quality
Stewart would comply with all applicable local, state, and Federal air quality laws, statutes,
regulations, standards, and implementation plans.
As required by the EPA, Stewart would obtain all necessary air quality permits to construct, test,
and operate facilities.
2.1.14.2 Cultural/Historical Resources
If cultural resources are uncovered during surface-disturbing activities, Stewart would suspend
operations at the site and immediately contact the AO, who would arrange for a determination of
eligibility in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and, if necessary,
recommend a recovery or avoidance plan.
2.1.14.3 General Environmental Protection
As provided for in Stewart’s lease serial number UTU-72059 (applicable to all or portions of
Sections 4, 7-9, and 18, T15S, R21E), the AO may require modifications of the SUPO to protect
the environment during severe winter conditions. This notice may be waived, excepted, or
modified by the AO, if either the resource values change or the lessee/operator demonstrates that
the adverse impacts can be mitigated.
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2.1.14.4 Geological/Paleontological Resources
If paleontological resources are uncovered during surface-disturbing activities, Stewart would
suspend operations at the site if they would further disturb such materials and immediately
contact the AO, who would arrange for a determination of significance, and, if necessary,
recommend a recovery or avoidance plan.
2.1.14.5 Health and Safety/Hazardous Materials
Stewart would institute a Hazard Communication Program for its employees and require
subcontractor programs to operate in accordance with OSHA (29 CFR 1910.1200).
As required by OSHA, Stewart would place warning signs near hazardous areas and along
roadways.
In accordance with 29 CFR 1910.1200, a Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) for every chemical
or hazardous material brought on-site would be kept on file in Stewart’s field office.
Chemicals and hazardous materials would be inventoried and reported by Stewart in accordance
with the SARA Title III (40 CFR 335). If quantities exceeding 10,000 pounds or the threshold
planning quantity are produced or stored, Stewart would submit appropriate Section 311 and 312
forms to the State and County Emergency Management Coordinators and the local fire
departments.
Stewart would transport and/or dispose of any hazardous wastes, as defined by the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA), as amended, in accordance with all applicable
Federal, state, and local regulations.
All storage tank batteries that contain any oil, glycol, produced water, or other fluid which may
constitute a hazard to public health or safety, would be surrounded by a secondary means of
containment for the entire contents of the largest single tank in use plus freeboard for
precipitation, or to contain 110% of the capacity of the largest tank. The appropriate
containment and/or diversionary structures or equipment, including walls and floor, would be
constructed so that any discharge from a primary containment system, such as a tank or pipe,
would not drain, infiltrate, or otherwise escape to groundwater or surface waters before cleanup
is completed.
Production facilities that have the potential to leak or spill oil, glycol, produced water, or other
fluids which may constitute a hazard to public health or safety, would be placed within
appropriate containment and/or diversionary structure to prevent spilled or leaking fluid from
reaching groundwater or surface waters. The appropriate containment and/or diversionary
structure would be sufficiently impervious to oil, glycol, produced water, or other fluid and
would be installed so that any spill or leakage would not drain, infiltrate, or otherwise escape to
groundwater or surface waters prior to completion of cleanup.
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Notice of any spill or leakage, as defined in BLM NTL 3A, would be immediately reported to
the AO by Stewart, as well as to such other Federal and State officials as required by law. Oral
notice would be given as soon as possible, but within no more than 24 hours, and those oral
notices would be confirmed in writing within 72 hours of any such occurrence.
2.1.14.6 Soils
As provided for in the Book Cliffs RMP, Stewart may be required to restrict surface disturbing
activities during muddy and wet periods (e.g., when soils are saturated and excessive rutting
greater than 4 inches deep in a straight line travel route.
2.1.14.7 Water Resources
As required under 40 CFR 112.3(e), Stewart would maintain a copy of the SPCC plan at each
facility, if the facility is normally attended at least 8 hours per day, or at the nearest field office if
the facility is not so attended. Stewart would also implement and adhere to SPCC plans in a
manner such that any spill or accidental discharge of oil would be reported and remediated.
Where proposed activities would affect Waters of the U.S., Stewart would obtain appropriate
permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
2.1.15

APPLICANT-COMMITTED MEASURES

In addition to the environmental protection measures that are required by law, the Book Cliffs
RMP, Stewart’s leases, or other applicable regulatory authorities, the following ApplicantCommitted Measures (ACMs) would also be applied to all activities on Federal lands within the
Tumbleweed Project Area. Implementation of these measures would help avoid or minimize
impacts to the environment.
2.1.15.1 Air Quality
All internal combustion equipment would be kept in good working order.
Stewart would use water or other approved dust suppressants at construction sites and along
roads, as necessary, to abate fugitive dust.
Stewart would not allow any open burning of garbage or refuse at well sites or other facilities.
2.1.15.2 Cultural/Historical Resources
Stewart would inform their employees, contractors and subcontractors about relevant Federal
regulations intended to protect archaeological and cultural resources. All personnel would be
informed that collecting artifacts, including arrowheads, is a violation of Federal law and that
employees engaged in this activity would be subject to disciplinary action.
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During operations, if any vertebrate paleontological resources are discovered, in accordance with
Section 6 of Form 3100-11 and 43 CFR 3162.1, all operations affecting such sites shall be
immediately suspended, and all discoveries shall be left intact until authorized to proceed by the
Authorized Officer. The appropriate Authorized Officer of the Vernal BLM office shall be
notified within 48 hrs of the discovery, and a decision as to the preferred alternative/course of
action will be rendered.
2.1.15.3 Health and Safety/Hazardous Materials
Stewart would utilize portable sanitation facilities at drill sites; place dumpsters at each
construction site to collect and store garbage and refuse; and ensure that all refuse and garbage is
transported to a State-approved sanitary landfill for disposal.
2.1.15.4 Livestock/Grazing Management
Stewart would repair or replace to current BLM standards any fences, cattleguards, gates, drift
fences, and natural barriers that are damaged as a result of the Proposed Action. Cattleguards
would be used instead of gates for livestock control on most road ROWs.
2.1.15.5 Soils
Before any surface disturbance occurs, site-specific topsoil depths and topsoil storage locations
would be determined. Topsoil would be temporarily stockpiled and seeded to reduce erosion
until interim reclamation is initiated. Topsoil stockpiles would also be designed to maximize
surface area in order to reduce impacts to soil microorganisms. On reclaimed areas, topsoil
depths would be distributed evenly unless conditions warrant a varying depth.
Areas used for spoil storage would be stripped of topsoil before spoil placement.
Appropriate erosion control and revegetation measures would be employed. In areas with
unstable soils where seeding alone may not adequately control erosion, grading would be used to
minimize slopes, and water bars would be installed on disturbed slopes. Erosion control efforts
would be monitored by Stewart and necessary modifications made to control erosion.
Soils compacted during construction would be ripped and tilled as necessary prior to reseeding.
Cut and fill sections on all roads and along pipelines would be revegetated with native species.
2.1.15.6 Vegetation
Removal and disturbance of vegetation would be kept to a minimum through construction site
management (e.g., using previously disturbed areas and existing easements where feasible,
placing pipelines adjacent to roads, limiting well pad size, etc.).
A PUP would be submitted and approved. Information about special status plant avoidance
would be outlined in the PUP. Pesticide Application Record Form would be completed after
each application and submitted to the BLM before November 1st each year.
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2.1.15.7 Water Resources
Stewart would inform their employees, contractors and subcontractors of the potential impacts
that can result from accidental spills, as well as the appropriate actions to take if a spill did occur.
2.1.15.8 Wildlife
To minimize wildlife-vehicle collisions, Stewart would advise project personnel regarding
appropriate speed limits in the Project Area. Employees and contractors would be educated
about anti-poaching laws. If wildlife law violations are discovered, the offending employee
would be subject to disciplinary action by Stewart and the violations would be reported to the
UDWR.
Greater Sage-Grouse
If the Proposed Action were implemented between March 15 and June 15, leks within a two-mile
radius of the Tumbleweed Project Area would be surveyed to determine if they are being
actively used by sage-grouse. If a lek is active, no construction, drilling, or completion activities
would occur within a 2.0-mile radius of that lek between March 15 and June 15. Furthermore, if
a lek is active, Stewart would limit workover rig activity within two miles of the active lek to
after 9:00 am between March 15 and June 15. In addition, as stated in the Book Cliffs RMP
Record of Decision, no drilling or storage facilities will be allowed within 300 feet of sagegrouse strutting grounds (BCRMP ROD 1985).
Raptors
A raptor nest inventory of the Tumbleweed Project Area (i.e., all precipitous areas and treed
areas within 0.5 mile of proposed construction sites) was completed by BLM for the 2007
breeding and nesting season and no occupied raptor nests were found. However, prior to any
surface-disturbing activities proposed in this EA being conducted between February 1 and
August 31 of 2008 or subsequent years, all precipitous areas and treed areas within 0.5 mile of
proposed construction sites would be re-surveyed for the presence of raptor nests. If occupied
raptor nests are found, construction, drilling and completion would not occur within speciesspecific buffer radii during the species-specific active nesting season, unless topographic or
vegetative characteristics obscured visual and auditory impacts from the nest. If surveys identify
occupied raptor nests in the Project Area, species-specific buffer radii and timing restrictions
(Table 2-2, below) would be applied as directed by the SMA.
To minimize possible raptor vehicle collisions in the greater Project Area, reports of carrion
along roadways would be reported to the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) and
guidance for removal would be obtained as to how to safely dispose of the carcass.
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Mexican Spotted Owl
In order to protect Mexican spotted owl and their habitat, no surface disturbing activities would
be allowed within “good” and “fair” habitat designations (as defined by BLM in SWCA 2005)
until MSO surveys have been conducted in accordance with USFWS protocol. If no owls have
been detected upon completion of the two survey seasons, the timing restriction shown in Table
2-2 would not be required for areas of “good” and “fair” habitat, or the 0.5 mile buffer.
However, if more than 4 years have elapsed between the end of the second year of surveying,
then another complete inventory would be required prior to any project-related surfacedisturbing activities.
*As of the publication date of this Draft EA, one year of MSO surveys have been completed
within and near the Tumbleweed Project Area by Grasslands Consulting according to FWS
guidelines. No MSO were seen or heard during the 2006 inventory. A second year of MSO
inventories according to USFWS guidelines are currently being completed for the 2007 breeding
and nesting season.
Table 2-2.

Spatial and Timing Limitations for Active Raptor Nests (USDI-BLM 1994)
Species

Spatial Buffer around Active Nest

Timing Constraints

Burrowing Owl

0.5 mi

April 1 – July 15

Osprey

0.5 mi

April 1 – July 15

Swainson’s Hawk

0.5 mi

April 1 – July 15

Northern Goshawk

0.5 mi

April 15 – August 20

Short-eared Owl

0.5 mi

April 10 – June 15

Prairie Falcon

0.5 mi

April 1 – July 15

Merlin

0.5 mi

April 15 – June 25

American Kestrel

0.5 mi

May 1 – June 30

Turkey Vulture

0.5 mi

May 15 – August 15

Cooper’s Hawk

0.5 mi

May 1 – August 15

Sharp-shinned Hawk

0.5 mi

Jun 20 – August 15

Northern Harrier

0.5 mi

April 1 – July 15

Red-tailed Hawk

0.5 mi

April 1 – July 15

Great Horned Owl

0.5 mi

February 1 – May 15

Long-eared Owl

0.5 mi

March 15 – June 15

Mexican Spotted Owl

0.5 mi*

March 1 – August 31

* Buffer distance is applied to SWCA 2005 surveyed “fair” and “good” habitat.
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2.1.15.9 Paleontology
In sensitive fossil areas (Condition 1) where bedrock is exposed at or near surface (generally less
than three feet below the soil surface), a qualified and approved paleontologist would examine
locations proposed for surface disturbance for paleontological resources and make
recommendations regarding the disposition and methods for avoiding impact to fossil resources.
The possible need for onsite monitoring would be addressed at the onsite review. If any
paleontological resources are found during operations, all operations that could further disturb
such materials would be suspended until the AO of the appropriate SMA is contacted, and a
review of the situation is completed.
2.2

ALTERNATIVE B - NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under the No Action Alternative, Stewart’s proposed exploratory drilling of up to six natural gas
wells would not be implemented. Current land use practices and resource trends would continue.
2.3

ALTERNATIVE C – BURIED PIPELINES

Alternative C would be identical in scope to the Proposed Action. However, under Alternative
C, all 10-inch OD pipelines would be buried.
2.3.1

PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION

Buried pipelines would be installed using one of the following general construction sequences:
In areas where sufficient soil is present such that blasting would not be required, the following
techniques would be employed to bury pipelines.
•

A pre-disturbance weed inventory of areas proposed for surface disturbance (including
proposed pipeline ROWs) would be completed at the expense of the operator.

•

As needed (e.g., where buried pipelines would disturb surface waters), Stewart would
obtain appropriate permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

•

A brush-hog would be used to remove shrubs and small trees from the ROW. As
practicably feasible, topsoil removal would not occur except directly over the trench.

•

A trench approximately 4 feet deep would be excavated using a track hoe and the soil
stockpiled to one side, making sure the topsoil and spoil do not get mixed together.

•

The pipeline would be installed using a side-boom, the trench backfilled to a depth of
approximately 3 feet, and the spoil compacted in the trench.

•

Stockpiled topsoil would be placed over the compacted spoil to facilitate reclamation.

•

Scalped vegetation would be placed back on the ROW to reduce erosion potential and
reduce visual impacts.

•

The entire ROW would be reseeded in the first fall after disturbance.
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In areas where compacted sandstone or bedrock occurs, the following techniques would be
employed to bury pipelines.
•

A brush-hog would be used to remove shrubs and small trees from the ROW. As
practicably feasible, topsoil removal would not occur except directly over the trench.

•

A track hoe-mounted air drill would drill detonation holes at an interval of approximately
every 4 feet along the trench route to be blasted.

•

An approved granular explosive would be placed in the holes with primers and then
wired together for detonation.

•

As needed, roads along areas to be blasted may temporarily be closed for safety purposes.

•

The charges would be detonated in accordance with relevant safety regulations.

•

Following detonation, a track hoe and cat would be used to remove large rock debris
from the trench.

•

Spoil would be used to pad the bottom of the trench. As needed, additional soil would be
brought in from an approved borrow area and used to pad the bottom of the trench.

•

The pipeline would be installed using a side-boom, the trench backfilled to a depth of
approximately 3 feet, and the spoil compacted in the trench. As needed, additional soil
would be brought in from an approved borrow area and used to pad the bottom of the
trench.

•

Stockpiled topsoil would be placed over the compacted spoil to facilitate reclamation.

•

Scalped vegetation would be placed back on the ROW to reduce erosion potential and
reduce visual impacts.

•

The entire ROW would be reseeded in the first fall after disturbance.

In order to install the buried pipeline, ROWs for the buried pipeline would require an additional
30 feet, increasing the initial ROW width to 40 feet.
2.3.2

DISTURBANCE ESTIMATES

Construction of the proposed well pads and associated access road and pipeline ROWs would
result in the initial disturbance of approximately 56 acres of vegetation and soils, as outlined in
Table 2-3. Once the proposed wells and pipeline are completed, interim reclamation could
reestablish approximately 42 acres of vegetation. Approximately 14 acres of vegetation and soils
would remain disturbed for the life of the project.
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Table 2-3.

Initial and Long-term Disturbance Estimates – Alternative C

Proposed Surface
Facility/Activity

Initial Size Length/Width

Initial Surface
Disturbance

Initial Size Length/Width

Long-term
Surface
Disturbance

Proposed Well Pads

1.3 acres

7.8 acres

0.35 acres

2.1 acres

Proposed Roads
Existing Roads Needing
Upgrades/Improvement
Proposed Buried
Pipeline
Total Surface
Disturbance

4 miles/32-feet

15.8 acres

4 miles/16-feet

7.9 acres

1.9 miles/32-feet

7.4 acres

1.9 miles/16-feet

3.7 acres

5 miles/30-feet

25 acres

5 miles/0.8 feet

0 acres

NA

56 acres

NA

14 acres

2.4
ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED
ANALYSIS
The following sections describe alternatives to the Proposed Action that were considered but
eliminated from detailed analysis within this EA.
2.4.1
ALTERNATE ROAD LOCATIONS FOR THE TUMBLEWEED UNIT
FEDERAL #3-4-15-21 AND TUMBLEWEED UNIT FEDERAL #14-17-15-21
Stewart’s original project proposal included alternate spur road locations to the Tumbleweed
Unit Federal #3-4-15-21 and Tumbleweed Unit Federal #14-17-15-21. The initially proposed
road to the #3-4-15-21 ran approximately 0.20 miles west of its current location. However,
during field reconnaissance by the BLM, it was determined that the road intersected a small
topographic depression that may accumulate water during storm events and spring runoff. To
avoid impacts to this area, BLM requested that Stewart move their proposed spur road to the east
and outside the depression area. The initially proposed spur road to the #14-17-15-21 followed
an existing two-track running through the center of Section 17. However, this existing two-track
intersects an historical sage-grouse lek location. To avoid direct road use impacts to this lek,
BLM requested that Stewart instead utilize and upgrade an existing two-track through the
S1/2S1/2 Section 17. Based on these BLM requests, the initially proposed spur roads to the #34-15-21 and #14-17-15-21 were eliminated from detailed consideration.
2.4.2

EXPANDED USE OF DIRECTIONAL DRILLING

As previously discussed in Section 2.1 and 2.4.1, the Proposed Action has been given careful,
site-specific consideration by the BLM in order to minimize impacts to resources and resource
values within the Tumbleweed Project Area. Based upon the extreme topography of the western
portion of the Project Area, the proposed Tumbleweed Unit 18-9 well would be directionally
drilled from a proposed well pad in the NESE1/4 of Section 18, T15S:R21E. The bottomhole
would be located in a topographically inaccessible area in the SWSE1/4 of Section 18.
An alternative to directionally drill the remaining five wells was raised, but eliminated from
further consideration as directional drilling for these exploratory wells is premature and would
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not meet the purpose and need for the project. Directional drilling technology requires precise
control of target locations in three dimensions and without the knowledge of the precise geologic
conditions of the target formation, directional drilling may not produce the desired results. Once
natural gas targets are better defined, and if natural gas development potentially exists in the
Project Area, then directional drilling may be an appropriate method to consider should full field
development occur.
Furthermore, BLM and industry do not yet have sufficient knowledge about the drilling and
completion techniques appropriate to the target formations within this Tumbleweed Unit. Until
Stewart’s exploratory wells are drilled in the Project Area, BLM will not know what specific
drilling hazards may exist. Added technical difficulties arise when drilling directional wells.
Generally, a driller must use thicker casing in the well to reduce the effect of mechanical wearand-tear on the well casing, must take into account that directional boreholes are less stable than
vertical boreholes, and must be prepared to incur the costs and delays of stuck drillpipe.
Gathering this knowledge is one of the purposes of this project.
As discussed above, more extensive directional drilling is infeasible in light of the exploratory
nature of the proposed project.
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3.0
3.1

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

INTRODUCTION

Chapter 3 discusses the affected environment (i.e., the physical, biological, social, and economic
values and resources) within the Tumbleweed Project Area. This chapter provides a baseline for
comparison of the potential impacts/consequences of the alternatives.
3.2

RESOURCES/ISSUES CARRIED FORWARD FOR ANALYSIS

Those resources or issues that occur within the Project Area and/or could potentially be affected
by the alternatives have been carried forward for discussion in this chapter and as appropriate,
carried forward for analysis in Chapter 4. These include soils; water resources; vegetation
resources (including Threatened and endangered and special status species); rangeland and wild
horse management; fish and wildlife including special status species; proposed Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern, and Wilderness Characteristics.
Resources or issues that were eliminated from detailed analysis are presented in Appendix A
(i.e., those elements assigned a “no impact” or “not present” determination). These resources
were dismissed from detailed analysis because either the alternatives would have no measurable
effect on the resource, because the Proposed Action and applicant-committed environmental
protection measure (Sections 2.1) would mitigate potential impacts of the alternatives to
negligible levels, or because the resource is not present within the Tumbleweed Project Area.
3.2.1

SOILS

According to Natural Resource Conservation Service (USDA-NRCS 2004) maps for Uintah
County, only one soil series occurs in the Tumbleweed Project Area, the Winteridge-Moonset
association. This soil has the potential to be strongly alkaline (pH>8.5) and has moderate to high
potential for reclamation. Natural, background erosion rates in the Uinta Basin and in the Project
Area are typically between 1.5 and 3.0 tons per acre per year.
The Winteridge-Moonset association occurs mainly on hills and plateaus on 1 to 8 percent slopes
and exists across the entire Project Area. It is typically 10 to 20 inches deep, well drained, and
derived from alluvium. Textures range from loam to bedrock, and potential water and wind
erosion is moderate to very high. Typical vegetation includes sagebrush, western wheatgrass,
Indian ricegrass, muttongrass, needle-and-thread, and saltbush.
The Winteridge-Moonset association possesses characteristics typical of soils with a high
potential to include biological soil crusts. Biological soil crusts (also known as cryptogamic,
cryptobiotic, microbiotic, and microphytic soils) are composed of a symbiotic association of
cyanobacteria, lichens, mosses, green algae, microfungi, and bacteria that form a rough carpet on
the surface and a soil-binding matrix below (Belnap et al. 2001). Biological soil crusts typically
occur as brownish or black soil crusts that appear on the surface of sandy desert soils. Since
biological soils crusts are highly adaptable, they occur in the full range of arid soil types from
shallow to deep, heavy to light textures, and moist to drier conditions.
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3.2.2

WATER RESOURCES

The Tumbleweed Project Area is drained by numerous small ephemeral tributaries of Willow
Creek and Upper Bottom Creek. Willow Creek is a perennial stream that lies immediately west
of the Project Area. From the Project Area, Willow Creek flows north-northwest more than 40
miles to its confluence with the Green River. Upper Bottom Creek is an ephemeral tributary of
Willow Creek that occurs along the western and northern boundary of the Project Area. Stream
flow in Upper Bottom Creek is dependent on seasonal storms and snowmelt runoff. The
majority of runoff is generated by melting of the winter snow pack and occurs during the spring
and early summer. During the late summer months, cloudburst rainstorms sometimes result in
severe local flashfloods. With the exception of Willow Creek, the drainages are dry for most of
the year and a single rainstorm event can account for a large percentage of the total annual runoff
in these areas.
According to BLM VFO GIS data and the USFWS National Wetland Inventory (2007), there are
no riparian corridors or jurisdictional wetlands in the Project Area.
3.2.3

VEGETATION RESOURCES

3.2.3.1

Noxious and Invasive Weeds

Although undisturbed portions of the Project Area (those without access roads or previous
development) are relatively weed-free, low levels of invasive and non-native species are present
in and near the Tumbleweed Project Area. Cheat grass (Bromus tectorum) and other non-native
species, such as Russian thistle (Salsola pestifer), perennial pepperweed (Lepidium latifolium),
and hound’s-tongue (Cynoglossum officinale) are found along roads leading into the Project
Area. Some non-native plants have spread into nearby rangelands, including those in the Project
Area.
3.2.3.2

Project Area Vegetation Communities

Vegetation Communities
There are two primary vegetation communities within the Tumbleweed Project Area: sagebrushsteppe and pinyon-juniper woodlands. The sagebrush-steppe community includes such species
as big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata), shadscale (Atriplex confertifolia), rubber rabbitbrush
(Chrysothamnus nauseosus), snakeweed (Gutierrezia spp.), Mormon tea (Ephedra viridis),
winterfat (Ceratoides lanata), wild buckwheat (Eriogonum spp.), Indian ricegrass (Oryzopsis
hymenoides), prickly pear cactus (Opuntia polyacantha), and scarlet globemallow (Sphaeralcea
coccinea). Pinyon-juniper woodlands include such species as pinyon pine (Pinus edulis), Utah
juniper (Juniperus osteosperma), serviceberry (Amelanchier alnifolia), curl-leaf mahogany
(Cercocarpus ledifolius), needle-and-thread grass (Stipa comata), Indian ricegrass, wild
buckwheat, pepperweed, and prickly pear cactus. Sagebrush flats along Winter Ridge were
chained in the 1950s. As such, average height of sagebrush within the Project Area is
approximately two to three feet.
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The BLM recently completed restoration work in the Project Area. The restoration work
consisted of removing the encroaching pinyon-juniper trees from the sagebrush-grass vegetative
community. Approximately 4,000 acres have been treated in and adjacent to the Project Area .
Crested wheatgrass (Agropyron cristatum), and alfalfa (Medicago sativa) are examples of
introduced species used by livestock, wild horses, and wildlife that are present in the Project
Area.
Commercial Forests and Woodlands
Small pockets of mixed conifer are restricted to north-facing slopes at relatively high elevations
within or surrounding the Project Area. These pockets of mixed conifer primarily include
ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa), with isolated occurrences of Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga
menziesii) and Engelmann spruce (Picea engelmannii). The understory consists of mountain
mahogany (Cercocarpus montanus), Utah serviceberry (Amelanchier utahensis), snowberry
(Symphoricarpos oreophilus), and Indian rice grass. BLM authorizes some commercial forest
and woodlands use within and near the Tumbleweed Project Area within these areas of mixed
conifer. As the mixed conifer woodlands would not be affected by the proposed construction,
drilling, completion, or operations, commercial forests and woodlands are not discussed further
in this EA.
3.2.4

RANGELAND MANAGEMENT AND WILD HORSES

3.2.4.1

Rangeland Management

The Tumbleweed Project Area occurs within Horse Point Pasture #4 of the Winter Ridge
allotment, which is grazed by cattle on a seasonal basis (i.e., 5/01 – 4/30) The definition of an
animal unit month (AUM) is the amount of forage required to support one cow for one month.
Within the Winter Ridge allotment, 14 acres are required to support one AUM. Approximately
636 AUMs are provided within the approximate 8,904-acre Tumbleweed Project Area.
3.2.4.2

Wild Horses

Wild horses and burros are protected and managed as components or parts of Utah public lands.
Wild horses within the Tumbleweed Project Area are part of the Winter Ridge Herd. The Project
Area also provides important wintering range for wild horses.
3.2.5

FISH AND WILDLIFE

3.2.5.1

General Wildlife Species

General (meaning non-sensitive or not of economic importance) wildlife species likely to occur
in the Tumbleweed Project Area include the black bear (Ursus americanus), mountain lion (Felis
concolor), bobcat (Lynx rufus), coyote (Canis latrans), gray fox (Urocyon cinereargenteus),
raccoon (Procyon lotor), badger (Taxidea taxus), Nuttall’s or mountain cottontail (Sylvilagus
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nuttallii), black-tailed and white-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus and Lepus townsendii
respectively), and various species of rodents and bats. Bird species that may be present in the
Project Area include numerous species of migratory birds, upland game birds, and raptors.
Waterfowl frequently use riparian areas along Willow Creek and other drainages. Reptiles that
may be present in the Project Area include the short-horned lizard (Phyrnosoma hernandesi),
sagebrush lizard (Sceloporus graciosus), western whiptail (Cnemidophorus tigris), Great Basin
gopher snake (Pituophis catenifer deserticola), wandering garter snake (Thamnophis elegans
vagrans), Great Basin spadefoot (Spea intermontana), midget-faded rattlesnake (Crotalus
oreganus concolor), and various others.
Upland game birds known to utilize habitats within and near the Tumbleweed Project Area
include the greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) and wild turkeys (Meleagris
gallopavo intermedia). The greater sage-grouse is considered a State of Utah Wildlife Species of
Concern and is therefore discussed in the Special Status Species section.
Although no streams occur within the immediate Project Area, both Willow Creek and Upper
Bottom Canyon Creek are adjacent to the Project Area. These creeks are perennial, but based on
their relatively low flows, they generally do not hold enough water to support fish. Both of these
streams empty into the Green River, approximately 41 miles downstream from the Project Area.
3.2.5.2

Big Game

The principal big game species in the Project Area include elk (Cervus canadensis) and mule
deer (Odocoileus hemionus), and occasionally include pronghorn antelope (Antilocapra
americana), Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis canadensis), and bison (Bison
bison). Both BLM and UDWR big game seasonal ranges are referenced in this EA; however, it
is important to note that while UDWR ranges are used to describe existing conditions, seasonal
restrictions (listed in the 1985 Book Cliffs RMP Record of Decision) are applicable only to
BLM-designated big game ranges as illustrated in the Book Cliffs RMP.
BLM and UDWR rankings are each defined in detail below.
BLM Crucial:

Crucial ranges are areas on which a species depends for survival; there are
not alternative ranges available due to climate conditions or other limiting
factors (BCRMP ROD 1985).
The UDWR has identified various types of big game seasonal ranges (i.e.,
summer, winter, yearlong). These ranges are ranked according to their
relative biological value (Dalton et al., 1990).

UDWR Crucial:

Crucial ranges are “sensitive” use areas that are limited in availability or
provide unique qualities for high-interest wildlife. These areas constitute
irreplaceable, critical requirements for these species. The function of
UDWR crucial winter range is to provide shelter and forage to big game,
ensuring their survival during periods of significant winter stress.
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UDWR High Priority: High-priority ranges are “intensive” use areas that, due to relatively wide
distribution, do not constitute crucial values but which are highly
important to high-interest wildlife.
UDWR Substantial: Substantial ranges are areas that provide “frequent” use by a wildlife
species. These areas do not provide habitat for resident populations,
although animals do consistently use these areas throughout a season.
UDWR Limited:

Limited ranges are areas that provide for only “occasional” use by a
wildlife species. These areas do not provide habitat for resident
populations, and animals use these areas only on a limited basis.

Elk
Elk are common in most mountainous regions of Utah, where they can be found in mountain
meadows and forests during the summer and in foothills and valley grasslands during the winter.
Like other members of the deer family, this species relies on a combination of browse, grasses,
and forbs, depending on their availability throughout the year.
Elk occupy much of the greater Tumbleweed Project Area on a year-round basis. In addition, the
entire Tumbleweed Project Area is designated as both BLM crucial winter habitat and UDWR
crucial winter habitat. BLM fawning and calving habitats are found south of the Project Area
(BLM 1985), but have not been recorded within the immediate Project Area.
Mule Deer
Mule deer occur throughout the western mountains, forests, deserts, and brushlands. Typical
habitats include short-grass and mixed-grass prairies, sagebrush and other shrublands, coniferous
forests, and forested and shrubby riparian areas. The species is common state-wide in Utah,
where it can be found in many types of habitat, ranging from open deserts to high mountains to
urban areas.
Mule deer occupy much of the greater Tumbleweed Project Area on a year-round basis. In
addition, the BLM has identified crucial winter habitat in a majority of the Tumbleweed Project
Area and the UDWR has identified the entire Tumbleweed Project Area as substantial winter
habitat. UDWR crucial winter habitat has also been identified immediately outside of the Project
Area north of well 3-4-15-21.
Pronghorn Antelope
Pronghorn typically inhabit grasslands and semi-desert shrublands at elevations ranging from
4,000 to 6,000 feet. Pronghorn are typically less abundant in xeric habitats, preferring areas that
average 12-15 inches of precipitation per year. Home ranges for pronghorn can vary between
400 and 5,600 acres, according to factors including season, habitat quality, population
characteristics, and local livestock occurrence. Typically, daily movements do not exceed six
miles. Some pronghorn make seasonal migrations between summer and winter habitats, but
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these migrations are often triggered by availability of succulent plants and not local weather
conditions (Fitzgerald et al. 1994).
Pronghorn antelope have been observed in the Tumbleweed Project Area; however, habitat usage
has been limited to the summer months. The majority of the Tumbleweed Project Area has been
identified as UDWR substantial summer habitat. No BLM pronghorn antelope crucial ranges
have been identified within the Tumbleweed Project Area.
Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep
The Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep is native to rugged mountainous areas of western North
America. A small population of Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep has been documented along the
rocky canyon terrain near Willow Creek. In past years, bighorn sheep have been observed in
Willow Creek Canyon immediately west of Winter Ridge. This portion of the Project Area is
considered UDWR crucial year-long habitat. No BLM Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep crucial
ranges have been identified within the Tumbleweed Project Area.
Bison
In 2003, bison were transplanted to the East Tavaputs Plateau area. Since then, bison have been
observed in the Tumbleweed Project Area. The entire Project Area is considered UDWR crucial
year-long habitat. No BLM bison crucial ranges have been identified within the Tumbleweed
Project Area.
3.2.5.3

Migratory Birds

The MBTA, as amended, was implemented for the protection of migratory birds. Unless
permitted by regulations, the MBTA makes it unlawful to pursue, hunt, kill, capture, possess,
buy, sell, purchase, or barter any migratory bird, including the feathers or other parts, nests, eggs,
or migratory bird products. In addition to the MBTA, Executive Order 13186 sets forth the
responsibilities of Federal agencies to further implement the provisions of the MBTA by
integrating bird conservation principles and practices into agency activities and by ensuring that
Federal actions evaluate the effects of actions and agency plans on migratory birds.
Numerous migratory bird species may potentially occupy the Tumbleweed Project Area. Those
migratory bird species that are Federally listed under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended, are addressed in Section 3.2.6. This section identifies migratory birds that may inhabit
the proposed Project Area, including those species classified as Priority Species by Utah Partners
in Flight (PIF) and as Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) by the USFWS. Migratory bird
species are addressed below in Table 3-1 according to the habitat types (i.e., vegetative
communities) found within the Project Area. Utah PIF priority species and BCC species are
denoted by an asterisk (*).
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Table 3-1
Migratory Bird Species Potentially Occurring Within the Tumbleweed
Project Area
Pinyon-Juniper Woodlands
Sagebrush-Steppe
Common Name
Scientific Name
Common Name
Scientific Name
black-chinned hummingbird
Archilochus alexandri
Brewer’s sparrow*
Spizella breweri
black-throated gray warbler*
Dendroica nigrescens
sage sparrow*
Amphispiza belli
bushtit
Psaltriparus minimus
sage thrasher
Oreoscoptes montanus
gray flycatcher
Empidonax wrightii
gray vireo*
Vireo vicinior
juniper titmouse
Baeolophus ridgewayi
northern shrike
Lanius excubitor
pinyon jay*
Gymnorhinus yanocephalus
Virginia’s warbler*
Vermivora virginiae
western scrub-jay
Aphelocoma californica
Sources: Utah Partners In Flight Avian Conservation Strategy Version 2.0 (Parrish et al. 2002);
Birds of Conservation Concern (USFWS 2002), and
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (2007).

3.2.5.4

Raptors

Some of the more common and visible birds in and near the Tumbleweed Project Area include
several species of raptors (Table 3-2). Habitats in and around the Project Area provide diverse
breeding and foraging habitat for raptors. These habitats include cool desert shrub communities,
rocky outcrops, riparian zones, and lower elevation shrublands.
In 2007, BLM completed a raptor nest inventory and no occupied raptor nests were documented
in the Project Area (i.e., proposed surface disturbance locations plus 0.5-mile buffer zone) (BLM
2007).
All raptor species and their nests are protected from take or disturbance under the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 USC, 703 et seq.); in addition, the bald eagle, golden eagle, ferruginous
hawk, and Mexican spotted owl are Special Status Species and thus, are discussed in further
detail in Section 3.2.6, Special Status Species.
Table 3-2.
Raptor Species with the Potential to Occur in or near the Tumbleweed
Project Area.
Common Name

Scientific Name

Cooper’s hawk

Accipiter cooperii

Ponderosa pine, Douglas fir, pinyon-juniper
woodlands

Sharp-shinned hawk

Accipiter striatus

Conifers and oak brush

Golden eagle

Aquila chrysaetos

Cliff ledges and rock outcrops

Great-horned owl

Bubo virginianus

Cliff ledges or nests of other species

Red-tailed hawk

Buteo jamaicensis

Cliff ledges, rock outcrops, aspen, pinyon-juniper
woodlands, etc.
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Common Name

Scientific Name

Rough-legged hawk

Buteo lagopus

Ferruginous hawk

Buteo regalis

Turkey vulture

Cathartes aura

Prairie falcon

Falco mexicanus

Cliff ledges

American kestrel

Falco sparverius

Tree cavities, cliff crevices

Bald eagle

Haliaeetus leucocephalis

Mexican spotted owl

Strix occidentalis lucida

3.2.6

Nesting Habitat
Grasslands, fields, marshes, sagebrush flats, and
other open habitats
Ground, pinyon-juniper woodlands, balanced
pinnacles
Rock outcrops, caves, and tree cavities

Tall trees near large bodies of water (no nesting
habitat provided in or near the Tumbleweed Project
Area)
On platforms and large cavities in trees, on ledges,
and in caves.

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES

Numerous Federally listed and Utah Sensitive species have the potential to occur within Uintah
County. The list of threatened, endangered, and candidate1 species potentially occurring in the
Tumbleweed Project Area was provided by the USFWS Utah Field Office during preparation of
the Tumbleweed 3D Seismic EA (BLM 2005). BLM’s State Director list of Sensitive species
with the potential to occur in the Tumbleweed Project Area was provided during the preparation
of the Tumbleweed 3D Seismic EA (BLM 2005). A brief description of each of the Federallylisted and State-Sensitive species with the potential to occur in the Project Area is presented
below. All special status plant and wildlife species information considered during the
preparation of this EA for the Tumbleweed Project Area are also summarized in Appendix D.
3.2.6.1

Special Status Fish Species

The USFWS has identified four Federally listed fish species historically associated with the
Upper Colorado River Basin, including the Green River: Colorado pikeminnow (Ptychocheilus
lucius), humpback chub (Gila cypha), razorback sucker (Xyrauchen texanus), and bonytail (Gila
elegans). These fish are Federally and state-listed as endangered and have experienced severe
population declines due to flow alterations, habitat loss or alteration, and introduction of nonnative fish species. The Green River and its 100-year floodplain have been designated Critical
Habitat for these four endangered fish species (USFWS 1994).
The endangered Colorado pikeminnow, humpback chub, razorback sucker, and bonytail were
once abundant in the upper and lower Colorado River Basin. Today their distribution is limited
to a small portion of their historic habitat. Habitats of these species include the major rivers and
1

Candidate species have no legal protection under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Candidate species are those
species for which the USFWS lacks sufficient information to support issuance of a proposed rule to list under the
ESA. However, identification of and evaluation of impacts to candidate species can assist environmental planning
efforts by providing advance notice of potential listings, allowing resource managers to alleviate threats and thereby,
possibly remove the need to list species as endangered or threatened. Therefore, candidate species with the potential
to occur in the Tumbleweed Project Area are evaluated in this EA.
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tributaries in the Colorado River System, backwaters, sloughs, oxbow lakes, seasonally
inundated flood plains, and reservoirs (USFWS 1990a, 1990b and 1998).
Three additional species are endemic to the Colorado River Basin, including the Green River:
roundtail chub, flannelmouth sucker, and bluehead sucker. The roundtail chub is a state-listed
threatened species, while the two suckers are species of special concern due to declining
population numbers and distribution.
Although no streams occur within the immediate Project Area, both Willow Creek and Upper
Bottom Canyon Creek are adjacent to the Project Area. However, no habitat for the Colorado
River endangered fish or BLM sensitive fish species occurs within these creeks. The nearest
habitat for the Colorado River endangered fishes occurs approximately 41 miles downstream of
the Project Area in the Green River.
3.2.6.2

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)

The bald eagle is listed as Federally threatened in the lower 48 states. The bald eagle is almost
always found near water. Bald eagles are an opportunistic species, sometimes predator and
sometimes scavenger. They feed heavily on fish in areas where they are available. In areas
where fish are not readily available, they feed on waterfowl and small mammals (e.g.,
jackrabbits). In many areas of the arid west, bald eagles will primarily scavenge for food,
feeding largely on dead and dying fish and carrion (e.g., ungulate species, waterfowl, rabbits, and
other animals) (Anderson and Patterson 1988; Kaufmann 1996; USGS-NPWRC 2002). As the
rivers freeze over, bald eagles will utilize ungulate winter ranges and primarily feed on carrion
along roadways.
No bald eagle nests or identified winter roost areas occur within the Project Area. Winter
foraging habitat for the species is found within the Project Area and therefore wintering bald
eagles may occur there anytime between November 1 and March 31.
3.2.6.3

Golden Eagle (Aquila chrysaetos)

The golden eagle is protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, based upon the
similarity of the juvenile bald eagle’s physical appearance to that of the adult golden eagle.
Throughout the summer, golden eagles are found in mountainous areas, canyons, shrubland and
grassland. During the winter, they inhabit shrubsteppe vegetation, as well as wetlands, river
systems and estuaries. Given the habitat types and local resident species present in the
Tumbleweed Project Area, golden eagles may forage or could establish nests within the Project
Area.
3.2.6.4

Greater Sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus)

The greater sage-grouse is an important game bird found in the Uinta Basin. Greater sagegrouse, as the name implies, are restricted to sagebrush habitats. The greater sage-grouse is
considered a State of Utah Wildlife Species of Concern because of widespread losses of
sagebrush habitat throughout the western states, including Utah.
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Greater sage-grouse habitat is primarily found in the sagebrush-steppe community found
throughout much of Winter Ridge, including portions of the Tumbleweed Project Area (BLM
1985). Sage-grouse have been recorded in these areas, and suitable nesting, brooding, and lek
habitat occur. Two historic leks occur within the Tumbleweed Project Area: the Winter Ridge
lek and the Horse Point lek. Since sage-grouse leks are sensitive to human activity, legal
locations of Tumbleweed Project Area leks are not disclosed within this EA.
3.2.6.5

Mexican Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis lucida)

The Mexican spotted owl, a Federally-threatened species, nests, roosts, and forages in a diverse
array of biotic communities across their range (USFWS 2001). Preferred nesting habitat of the
species includes complex, thickly forested, steep-walled, rocky canyons, with uneven-aged,
multi-storied mature, and/or old growth stands that have high canopy closure. In the northern
portion of its range (Utah and Colorado), most Mexican spotted owl nests are in caves or on cliff
ledges in steep-walled canyons (USFWS 2001).
The Final Assessment of Potential Mexican Spotted Owl Nesting Habitat on BLM-Administered
Lands in Northeastern Utah, (SWCA 2005) identified Willow Creek as potential good and fair
nesting habitat. In 2006 the BLM reevaluated “fair” and “good” habitat designations found in
SWCA’s report and habitat near the Tumbleweed Unit was confirmed as fair or good. As of the
publication date of this Draft EA, one year of MSO surveys have been completed according to
FWS guidelines (Grasslands Consulting 2006). No MSO were seen or heard during the 2006
inventory. A second year of MSO inventories according to USFWS guidelines are currently
being completed for the 2007 breeding and nesting season.
3.2.7
PROPOSED AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN
(ACECS)
No ACECs (as designated by the Book Cliffs RMP) currently exist within the Project Area.
However, in Alternative C the Draft Vernal RMP, the proposed designation of the potential Main
Canyon ACEC is analyzed. Main Canyon is located on the East Tavaputs Plateau in the
southeast corner of Uintah County. It is an area comprising 100,915 acres and is a tributary to
Willow Creek. This proposed ACEC has numerous sites associated with the historical Northern
Ute migration route along Main Canyon. In addition, there is a recently discovered historical
inscription dating to the early French fur trade area. The area was also nominated for its natural
systems. The entire Project Area falls within the proposed ACEC boundary.
3.2.8

WILDERNESS CHARACTERISTICS

The proposed development is located within an 11,802-acre area that has been proposed by the
Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance (SUWA) as potentially having wilderness characteristics.
Wilderness characteristics” are defined as “naturalness” and possessing “opportunities for
solitude and primitive and unconfined recreation.”
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The Project Area is completely contained within an area found to have wilderness characteristics
in an April 2007 Wilderness Characteristics Review completed by the VFO. This Project Area is
in Parcel #1 of the Wolf Point Area. Parcel #1 consists of 11,802 acres and is located north of
the Winter Ridge Pipeline. A copy of the February 2007 wilderness characteristics review is
found in Appendix C. For the purpose of this analysis, the assumption is made that the
wilderness characteristics of size, naturalness, solitude, primitive and unconfined recreation, and
supplemental values exist in the proposed area. The Project Area is completely contained within
the Wilderness Characteristics Area.
3.2.9

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Portions of the Tumbleweed Unit fall within Condition 1 paleontological areas; the Renegade
Tongue of the Wasatch Formation contains at least one known paleontological site within one
mile of a portion of the Proposed Action. However, based on survey and avoidance
commitments discussed in Section 2.1.14.4 and 2.1.15.9, important fossil resources would not be
affected by the alternatives. Therefore, paleontology is not discussed further in this EA.
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4.0
4.1

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides an analysis of the direct and indirect environmental consequences that
could potentially result from the implementation of the Proposed Action or No Action
Alternative. Applicant-Committed Environmental Protection Measures that would reduce or
eliminate impacts were identified in Section 2.1.15. The analyses within this chapter assume that
those measures would be implemented. This chapter also provides an assessment of the known
and potential cumulative impacts of the alternatives.
4.2

DIRECT/INDIRECT IMPACTS

Direct impacts are defined as effects that are caused by the action and occur at the same time
and/or place (40 CFR 1508.8). Indirect impacts are effects caused by the action, but occur later
in time and/or in a different place. The potential direct and indirect impacts from the Proposed
Action and No Action Alternative are discussed in the following sections.
4.2.1

PROPOSED ACTION

4.2.1.1

Soils

According to NRCS (USDA-NRCS 2004) maps for Uintah County, the Winteridge-Moonset
association is the only soil series that occurs in the Tumbleweed Project Area. Implementation
of the Proposed Action would disturb up to 37 acres of this surface soil type. This “zone of
influence” consists of vegetation and soils disturbed during the construction of pipelines, access
roads, and well pads.
The primary effects of surface disturbances on soil resources in the Tumbleweed Project Area
would be an increase in erosion potential and potential disturbance of biological soil crusts. In
order to estimate potential increases in erosion potential from long-term surface disturbance on
production pads, access roads, the pipeline corridor, and the compressor station, the following
assumption was applied:
The current average erosion rate for soils within the Uinta Basin is reported to be about 1.45 tons
per acre per year (BLM 1984 and references cited within). The majority of the sediment
included in this average rate is thought to be derived from erosion of the badlands areas that
occur to the northeast of the Project Area (BLM 1984). Therefore, erosion rates for individual
soil types within the Project Area are likely lower than this estimate.
Two studies conducted on sediment yield from disturbed surfaces provide insight into the
amount of increased erosion that could be expected from construction of well pads, roads, and
other project facilities in the Project Area. Lusby and Toy (1976) reported that yields from
reclaimed surface coal mines were initially 300% to 600% higher than from undisturbed
surfaces. Frickel et al. (1975) found that yields increased to about 2.9 tons/acre/year (about a
100% increase) in the Piceance Basin of Colorado after construction of oil shale project
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facilities. Using these studies as examples, it is assumed that average erosion rates for soils in
the Project Area would triple from about 1.45 tons/acre/yr to about 4.35 tons/acre/yr in the first
year after the disturbance occurred.
Based on this assumption, erosion rates within the 37-acre “zone of influence” would increase
from a background rate of 53.7 tons/year to 161 tons/year until successful reclamation stabilizes
disturbed soils.
Based on its physical and biological characteristics, the Winteridge-Moonset soil association has
a potential to support biological soil crusts. In addition to direct disturbances associated with
construction activities, biological soil crusts are also vulnerable to vehicle traffic, livestock
grazing, horseback riding, and pedestrian traffic. The fibers that compose the tensile strength of
biological soil crusts are weak in comparison to the compressional strength placed on the crusts
by machinery, human footprints, big game, livestock, or wild horse hoof prints. The impact of a
given surface disturbance on biological soil crusts depends upon its severity, frequency, timing,
and type, as well as the weather conditions during and after the disturbance (Belnap et al. 2001).
Biological soils crusts occurring in the Project Area have been disturbed primarily from
livestock, wild horses, and wildlife. Surface disturbances associated with the Proposed Action
could add to these disturbances by breaking, overturning and burying soil crusts to various
degrees (Johansen and Rushforth 1985; Belnap et. al. 2001).
4.2.1.2

Water Resources

Surface Water
Soil erosion calculations reveal that an estimated 161 tons/year of additional erosion could be
expected to occur as a result of the Proposed Action. Over time, short-duration precipitation
events and snowmelt could erode Project Area soils, thereby increasing the sedimentation of
adjacent waterways. Sedimentation into adjacent streams could potentially degrade aquatic
habitat by covering drainage substrates with fine sediment and acting as a carrier for other
pollutants (trace metals, pesticides, plant nutrients, etc.). Because of the soil structure and
limited precipitation in the Uinta Basin, the natural sediment load during rain events and during
snowmelt is extremely high. Although construction activities associated with the Proposed
Action would increase local erosion rates, these activities would not significantly add to the
sediment load already occurring during precipitation events.
The Proposed Action would not result in surface disturbance or direct impacts to any Project
Area drainages. However, sources of potential surface water contamination include leaks from
wellheads, pipelines, and condensate storage tanks; leaks from tanker trucks; leaching of
contaminants from impacted soils near these facilities; and fuel spills. To reduce the potential
for hydrocarbon contamination of Project Area drainages, pipelines, compressor stations, and
associated gathering pipelines would be designed to minimize potential for spills and leaks.
Storage tanks would be surrounded by berms capable of holding at least 110% of the tank
volume. In the unlikely event that a release or spill occurs, steps would be immediately initiated
to stop and contain the spill/leak and to remediate the impacted materials, thus reducing the
likelihood of impacts to nearby drainages.
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Consumptive water use reduces flows throughout the Upper Colorado River Basin, leading to
cumulative habitat losses for aquatic species. Water used for drilling purposes would be obtained
from a private surface owner located in Main Canyon. The surface owner has been granted
water use through State of Utah Application #49-123. This water is considered part of the Upper
Colorado River Basin. Drilling and completion of the wells in the Tumbleweed Project Area
would require approximately 10 acre-feet of water (i.e., approximately 2 acre-feet per well). Up
to approximately 3.1 acre-feet of water (320 barrels/day x 100 days) may also be used during
drilling and completion operations for dust abatement. Therefore, total water use for drilling,
completion, and dust suppression would be approximately 30.6. acre-feet. Given the average
annual streamflow of 4,064,290 acre-feet, as recorded by the United States Geological Survey
(USGS) Green River Gauging Station near Ouray, Utah, this project-related depletion of water is
hydrologically negligible.
4.2.1.3

Vegetation Resources

Under the Proposed Action, a total of approximately 37 acres of vegetation and recent habitat
restoration work completed by the BLM and UPCD would be removed during construction,
drilling, and completion activities. In areas where reclamation is implemented, ground cover by
herbaceous species could re-establish within five to seven years following seeding of native plant
species and diligent weed control efforts, consequently reducing soil erosion. Other vegetation
types would take different amounts of time to recover. For example, it could take approximately
20-50 years or more for larger shrubs and woodland species to be successfully reclaimed to predisturbance conditions. The spread of non-native plants and noxious weeds is a concern in areas
where surface disturbance is proposed. In addition, the season long grazing use of the current
population of wild horses would also exacerbate the establishment of desirable plant species.
Sine there is generally little or no effort to protect seeded areas following reclamation, wild
horses could potentially be drawn to the seeded areas and graze the newly germinated grasses
and forbs that sprout.
4.2.1.4

Rangeland Management and Wild Horses

Rangeland Management
The Tumbleweed Project Area occurs within the Winter Ridge Allotment. Livestock grazing
opportunities would be directly affected by a small-scale loss of vegetation within the Project
Area. In Horse Point Pasture #4 of the Winter Ridge Allotment, the Proposed Action would
result in the initial disturbance of approximately three AUMs2. These losses equate to a 0.5%
reduction of overall capacity of the 636-AUM Horse Point Pasture #4.
Livestock could be temporarily displaced from grazing areas as a result of drilling and
completion construction activities, and for the life of the project in areas where well pads are
located.

2

37 acres / 14 AUMs/ac = 2.6 AUMs
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Since reserve pits would be properly fenced to exclude livestock, no losses are anticipated due to
exposure of livestock to reserve pits.
Wild Horses
Surface disturbances associated with the Proposed Action would result in the loss of
approximately 37 acres of wild horse grazing habitat. The Proposed Action could also
temporarily displace wild horses due to human presence and noise during construction, drilling,
and completion. While individual horses could be affected by the Proposed Action, given the
short-term nature of construction, drilling, and completion activities, and provided mitigation in
Section 4.2.4 is implemented, the Proposed Action is not likely to have a long-term adverse
impact on wild horses in the Tumbleweed Project Area.
4.2.1.5

Fish and Wildlife Resources

To determine the impacts of Stewart’s Proposed Action on fish and wildlife resources in the
Tumbleweed Project Area, the specific project components were examined relative to the
temporal and spatial patterns of both resident and migratory wildlife species and the current
wildlife population trends in the Project Area. The primary impacts to wildlife resources would
be the loss, disturbance and/or fragmentation of habitat; and temporary displacement due to
human presence. The severity of impacts would depend on factors such as the sensitivity of the
species, seasonal use patterns, type and timing of project activities, and physical parameters of
affected areas (e.g., topography, vegetative cover, weather, etc.).
General Wildlife Species
The disturbance of 37 acres of wildlife habitat associated with the construction of wells, roads,
pipelines, and related facilities would reduce habitat availability for a variety of wildlife species.
Project implementation would also indirectly increase the level of functional habitat loss and
habitat fragmentation in the Tumbleweed Project Area; however, this reduction in habitat is not
expected to negatively impact general wildlife species because of the following:
•

Many general wildlife species such as cottontails, jackrabbits, coyotes, skunks, rodents,
and wild turkeys are habitat generalists, meaning they are not tightly restricted to specific
habitat types; and

•

Many of the species-specific Applicant-Required Measures (Section 2.1.14) and
Applicant-Committed Measures (Section 2.1.15) would afford protection to the general
wildlife species discussed in this document.

Direct impacts to small mammals or reptiles could also include accidental mortality from
collisions with motor vehicles on Project Area roads and by equipment at the construction sites.
However, as vehicle speeds on Project Area roads would be low due to the physical terrain, the
potential for wildlife-vehicle collisions would be low.
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Big Game
Elk and Mule Deer
Surface disturbances associated with the Proposed Action would result in the direct loss of
approximately 37 acres of UDWR crucial winter elk range and approximately 37 acres of
UDWR substantial winter mule deer range. In addition, the Proposed Action would result in the
direct loss of approximately 37 acres of BLM crucial winter elk range and a majority of BLM
crucial winter mule deer range in the Tumbleweed Project Area with the exception of well 8-515-21, which is located just west of mapped BLM crucial winter mule deer habitat. Habitat loss
and fragmentation resulting from these disturbances could result in reduced habitat use by both
elk and mule deer within and near disturbed areas, increased animal densities in adjoining
habitats, and increased stress from intra- and interspecific competition.
Disturbance from human activity could also reduce relative habitat values for elk and mule deer
(Nicholson et al. 1997), especially during periods of heavy snow cover and cold temperatures.
Both species typically experience severe physiological stress during the winter, particularly
gestating females, because they require higher energy levels for survival and successful
reproduction (Karpowitz 1984). The increased presence of vehicles, equipment, and people
within the Project Area, combined with the potential for insufficient winter forage, could result
in increased energy expenditures by elk and mule deer during severe winter periods (Karpowitz
1984, Garrott and White 1982). In addition, disturbances (e.g., noise) from drilling activities and
increased traffic could temporarily displace elk and mule deer from important habitats (including
winter range) in areas of human activity (Edge and Marcum 1991). When displaced, individual
elk and mule deer would move to other adjacent habitats where competition for resources may
increase.
As directed in the Book Cliffs RMP Record of Decision (1985), surface disturbing activities
would be prohibited in BLM crucial winter elk ranges from November 1 through March 31
(BCRMP ROD 1985). The Book Cliffs RMP Record of Decision does not list a similar
stipulation for BLM crucial winter mule deer habitat. However, given that BLM crucial winter
elk habitat encompasses all BLM crucial winter mule deer habitat in the Tumbleweed Project
Area, implementation of a seasonal restriction on BLM crucial winter elk habitat would
indirectly protect BLM crucial mule deer habitat as well.
It is important to note that the Tumbleweed project is exploratory in nature, and human
disturbances (i.e., increased traffic, noise, and human presence) caused by construction, drilling,
and completion activities may be short-term in nature. Also, the Tumbleweed Project Area
occurs within an area where natural gas exploration and production has been on-going at varying
levels since the 1950s, and these species have somewhat adapted to the visual and noise impacts
associated with this development.
Overall, individual elk and mule deer may be negatively affected by the direct and indirect
impacts of the proposed project; however, the majority of these impacts would be temporary
(i.e., lasting only during construction, drilling and completion activities). Furthermore, seasonal
restrictions on BLM crucial winter elk habitat would reduce elk and mule deer winter habitat
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value. Thus, given the temporary nature of most impacts and implementation of a seasonal
restriction on BLM crucial winter elk ranges, the Proposed Action is not likely to negatively
impact elk or mule deer at population levels.
Pronghorn Antelope
Surface disturbances associated with the Proposed Action would result in the loss and
fragmentation of UDWR substantial summer pronghorn habitat. Not all surface disturbing
activities associated with the Proposed Action would occur within UDWR substantial summer
pronghorn habitat, and long-term impacts would be reduced as a result of reclamation. Habitat
loss and fragmentation, as well as visual and noise disturbances, could result in reduced habitat
use by pronghorn within and near disturbed areas, increased animal densities in adjoining
habitats, and increased stress from intra- and interspecific competition.
It is important to note that the Tumbleweed project is exploratory in nature, and human
disturbances (i.e., increased traffic, noise, human presence) caused by construction, drilling, and
completion activities would be short-term in nature. While individual pronghorn might be
negatively affected by the direct and indirect impacts of the project, and given the periodical
occurrence of the species within the Project Area, the Proposed Action is not likely to negatively
impact the species at a population level.
Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep
Surface disturbances associated with the Proposed Action would result in the direct loss and
fragmentation of UDWR crucial year-long Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep habitat, in particular
with surface disturbance activities associated with wells 8-5-15-21 and 3-4-15-21. Habitat loss
and fragmentation, as well as visual and noise disturbances, could result in reduced habitat use
by Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep within and near disturbed areas, increased animal densities in
adjoining habitats, and increased stress from intra- and interspecific competition.
It is important to note that the Tumbleweed project is exploratory in nature, and human
disturbances (i.e., increased traffic, noise, human presence) caused by construction, drilling, and
completion activities would be short-term in nature. While individual Rocky Mountain bighorn
sheep might be negatively affected by the direct and indirect impacts of the project, given the
periodical occurrence of the species within the Project Area, the Proposed Action is not likely to
negatively impact the species at a population level.
Bison
The primary effect from the Proposed Action on bison would be loss of foraging habitat.
Surface disturbances associated with the Proposed Action would result in the direct, initial loss
of approximately 37 acres of UDWR crucial year-long bison habitat. Habitat loss resulting from
these disturbances could result in reduced foraging habitat used by bison within the Tumbleweed
Project Area, and increased bison densities in adjoining habitats.
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Raptors
Temporary displacement of raptor species from foraging habitats could occur due to the presence
of humans and noise; however, after completion of construction, drilling, and completion
operations, these impacts would be minimal. The Proposed Action would also result in a loss of
approximately 37 acres of habitat for prey species. Given the abundance of foraging habitat in
the surrounding area, prey base habitat losses are not expected to reduce raptor prey bases to
levels where take would occur. Also, due to the results of the raptor nest inventory, no impacts
to occupied raptor nests are anticipated for the 2007 nesting season.
It should be noted that the bald eagle, golden eagle, ferruginous hawk, and Mexican spotted owl
are special status species and therefore impact analyses for these species are discussed under
Special Status Species.
Migratory Birds
The Proposed Action would result in an initial loss of 37 acres of habitat for migratory birds.
Impacts to migratory birds in the Project Area would be dependent upon the seasons of
construction, drilling, and completion activities. If these activities are completed in the late fall,
many of the migratory species would have left the Project Area for southern wintering grounds.
Surface disturbance and visual and noise impacts during this time would be temporary, and
project-related impacts would not likely have a measurable impact on migratory bird populations
as a whole or individual species in general. If construction, drilling, and completion were to
occur during the spring or summer months, the Proposed Action could result in potential
disturbance of breeding or nesting activities or habitats.
This potential effect would have a greater impact on PIF Priority Species or BCC migratory bird
species (Section 3.2.5.3) that may be nesting in the Project Area due to their smaller population
sizes and limited distribution. Ground-nesting and shrub and pinyon-juniper nesting species may
be affected by habitat loss due to removal of vegetation along the pads and ROWs. As with
other wildlife species discussed in this EA, displacement may cause individual birds to move
into less suitable habitats or into habitats where inter- and intra-specific competition could occur.
However, the action is not likely to result in a loss of viability in the Project Area, nor cause a
trend toward Federal listing of these species.
4.2.1.6

Special Status Species

Section 7(a) of the ESA requires Federal agencies to evaluate their actions with respect to any
species that is proposed or listed as endangered or threatened and with respect to its critical
habitat, if any has been designated. Regulations implementing this interagency cooperation
provision of the ESA are codified at 50 CFR 402. Section 7(a)(2) requires Federal agencies to
ensure that activities they authorize, fund, or carry out are not likely to adversely affect or
jeopardize the continued existence of a Federally listed species, or result in the adverse
modification or destruction of its designated critical habitat. If a Federal action “may affect, is
likely to adversely affect” a Federally-listed species or its critical habitat, the responsible Federal
agency must enter into formal consultation with the USFWS. Candidate and BLM Sensitive
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species are also managed to prevent future Federal listing as threatened or endangered. The
sections below describe the special status species that may be affected by the Proposed Action.
Colorado River Endangered Fish Species
Direct impacts on the Colorado River endangered fishes or the species’ habitat would not occur
as a result of the Proposed Action since Willow Creek and Upper Bottom Creek do not provide
habitat elements required by the endangered Colorado River fishes.
Water depletion for the Proposed Action is based off of the use of water permit 49-123 in the
SW1/4 of Section 32, T15S:R23E. The water source for this State-approved water right consists
of an unnamed spring branch in Main Canyon, which is fed by Main Canyon, a tributary to
Willow Creek, and subsequently to the Green River.
Water depletions from the Upper Colorado River Drainage System, along with a number of other
factors, have resulted in such drastic reductions in the populations of the Colorado pikeminnow,
humpback chub, bonytail, and razorback sucker that the Service has listed these species as
endangered and has implemented programs to prevent them from becoming extinct.
Water depletions reduce the ability of the river to create and maintain the primary constituent
elements that define critical habitats. Food supply, predation, and competition are important
elements of the biological environment. Food supply is a function of nutrient supply and
productivity, which could be limited by the reduction of high spring flows brought about by
water depletions. Predation and competition from nonnative fish species have been identified as
factors in the decline of the endangered fishes. Water depletions contribute to alterations in flow
regimes that favor nonnative fishes.
The Proposed Action would result in water depletion from removal of water from the Upper
Colorado River Drainage System for drilling, completion, and dust suppression operations.
Therefore, the Proposed Action “may affect, is likely to adversely affect” the endangered
Colorado pikeminnow, humpback chub, bonytail, and razorback sucker.
Bald Eagle
Potential impacts to wintering bald eagles are likely to be negligible for the following reasons: 1)
there are extensive areas of similar wintering habitat found adjacent to the Project Area and 2) as
directed in the Book Cliffs RMP Record of Decision (1985), surface disturbing activities would
be prohibited in BLM crucial winter elk ranges from November 1 through March 31 (BCRMP
ROD 1985). Given that BLM crucial winter elk habitat encompasses the entire Project Area,
winter construction, drilling, or completion activities would not occur within bald eagle
wintering habitats.
Based on this information, the Proposed Action would have “no effect” on bald eagles that may
utilize the Tumbleweed Project Area during the winter season.
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Golden Eagle
Surface disturbances associated with the Proposed Action would result in the direct loss of
approximately 37 acres of year-round habitat for prey species such as mammals, songbirds, and
reptiles. Grante et al. (1991) suggest that incremental destruction of habitat for raptors’ prey
base (e.g. ground squirrels, rabbits, mice) has had the largest effect on raptor populations in the
Uinta Basin. Proposed surface disturbance and the resulting prey base habitat loss would be
compounded by prey base losses that are already occurring in the Uinta Basin due to the ongoing
drought. The loss of some prey species may limit foraging opportunities for individual golden
eagles; however, prey reduction is not likely to reach the scale where take occurs.
Overall, the Proposed Action may affect individual golden eagles, but would not likely result in a
trend towards Federal listing of the species.
Greater Sage-grouse
If the Proposed Action is implemented between March 15 and June 15, sage-grouse using the
leks could be displaced from their strutting grounds, and nesting sage-grouse could be displaced
from nesting and brooding habitat. However, ACMs (Section 2.1.15.8) would mitigate these
impacts to breeding and nesting sage-grouse. If the Proposed Action is implemented outside the
breeding and nesting season, some sage-grouse may be temporarily displaced from foraging
habitat and hiding cover due to increased human presence and vehicle traffic in the area.
The removal of some sagebrush habitat would result in a modest loss (i.e., up to approximately
37 acres) of forage, hiding cover, and potential nesting habitat. However, based on the extent of
sagebrush habitat within the Project Area, this habitat loss is not likely to result in a loss of
viability of the greater sage-grouse population in the Tumbleweed Project Area.
Two of the proposed wells and a pipeline are within a two-mile buffer zone of a sage-grouse lek.
Installing two 400-barrel storage tanks at each well site could increase predation of sage-grouse
by raptors, which would impact the population of sage-grouse in the Project Area. As defined in
Section 4.2.4, low-profile tanks would be used near sage-grouse leks not only to prevent
increased predation of sage-grouse by raptors but also to visually obscure development activities
from the line of sight of strutting grounds. Furthermore, these well pads and pipeline would be
constructed outside of the nesting and strutting period (i.e., March 15 to June 15).
Overall, the Proposed Action may affect individual sage-grouse, but based upon Applicantcommitted Measures (Section 2.1.15.8) and recommended mitigation measures (Section 4.2.4),
the proposed development would not likely result in a trend towards Federal listing of the
species.
Mexican Spotted Owl
As previously discussed, surveys performed by Grasslands Consulting found no MSO within 0.5
miles of proposed development in 2006. Surveys for the 2007 breeding and nesting season are
currently being completed. If MSO are documented during this second year of surveying, BLM
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would consequently follow USFWS protocol for Protected Activity Center (PAC) establishment.
If no owls have been detected at the completion of the 2 seasons of calling surveys, the timing
restriction shown in Table 2-2 would no longer be required for the areas of “good” and “fair”
habitat, or the 0.5 mile buffer. However, if more than 4 years have elapsed between the end of
the second year of surveying and the initiation of any alternative, then another complete
inventory would be required prior to any surface-disturbing activities. Based on this
information, there would be no effect on breeding, nesting or foraging MSO. Furthermore, as
the Proposed Action would not include any development within the Willow Creek and Upper
Bottom Canyon corridors, potential impacts to designated MSO habitat would be minimal.
However, since MSO could potentially utilize “fair” and “good” habitats in or near the greater
Project Area for future nesting sites, any surface disturbance within a 0.5 mile buffer of
designated habitat (which includes the Tumbleweed Project Area) could potentially reduce the
likelihood of the areas from being selected and used by MSO in the future.
Based on this assessment, BLM has determined that the Proposed Action “may affect, is not
likely to adversely affect” the Mexican Spotted Owl.
4.2.1.7

Proposed Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

As proposed, up to six wells involving approximately 37 acres of surface disturbance would be
within the proposed Main Canyon ACEC. Development of well pads and associated access
roads under the Proposed Action would not affect the resource values that meet relevant values
for which the ACEC is proposed, specifically "sites associated with the historical Northern Ute
migration route along Main Canyon" and "historical inscription dating to the early French fur
trade area" because the Project Area and proposed development is located above the canyon
rims. Furthermore, the proposed well pads, roads, and pipelines have all been surveyed for
cultural resources and have been sited such that direct impacts to cultural resources would be
avoided. Potential impacts to the natural values for which the ACEC is proposed would be
similar to those described under the wildlife section and would the loss, disturbance and/or
fragmentation of habitat; and temporary displacement due to human presence. The severity of
impacts would depend on factors such as the sensitivity of the species, seasonal use patterns,
type and timing of project activities, and physical parameters of affected areas (e.g., topography,
vegetative cover, weather, etc.).
4.2.1.8

Wilderness Characteristics

Under the Proposed Action, development of up to six well pads and associated pipelines, roads,
and production facilities would initially disturb approximately 37 acres of surface within the
Wolf Point CPWA, or less than one percent of the Wolf Point CPW. Impacts to wilderness
characteristics would include:
•

Size: The proposal would directly disturb approximately 37 acres or less than one percent
of the total wilderness characteristics area.

•

Naturalness: Any infrastructure, including roads, pipelines, well pads, and production
facilities, that would occur as a result of construction, production, and maintenance of the
proposed wells, would cause a direct loss of naturalness on 37 acres (less than one
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percent of the total unit) for the estimated 25-year lifespan of the wells. The loss would
continue for an estimated 30 years following reclamation while sagebrush, grasses, and
forbs would reestablish themselves and the site would begin to replicate in color, texture,
and form some of the natural character of the area.
•

Outstanding Opportunities for Solitude: Noise from construction and drilling equipment
would reduce the quality of the opportunity for solitude in the immediate vicinity of the
development. These noise effects would be temporary in that they would last only during
the time it would take to construct (daytime activity only) and drill (around the clock
activity) the wells. During production, a limited loss of solitude would occur from noise
and associated visual effects of the development. A drilling rig would be visible and
would be heard throughout the Project Area for approximately 21 days per well. Tanks,
wellheads, and metering equipment would be visible evidence of oil and gas development
activities. Slight impacts to solitude may also occur with the limited increase that can be
expected in recreational and/or administrative use of the new access roads. Constructing,
drilling and maintaining the proposed wells, road, and pipeline would result in a loss of
solitude on 37 acres (or less than one percent of the total unit) that were previously
undisturbed.

•

Outstanding Opportunities for Primitive and Unconfined Recreation: Opportunities for
primitive and unconfined recreation would be diminished for hiking and photography,
possibly in proportion to the expected loss of solitude (up to 37 acres). This loss of
opportunity for primitive recreation would be related to the change from an undeveloped
setting to a more industrial setting in isolated locations.

Impacts to wilderness characteristics would last the life of the project until reclamation is
complete. After plugging and abandonment of wells, and successful reclamation, lands are
expected to regain wilderness characteristics.
4.2.2

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

4.2.2.1

Soils

Project-related impacts to soil resources would not occur under the No Action Alternative.
Disturbance to Project Area soils, including biological soil crusts, would continue at present
levels from existing oil and gas development, livestock grazing, wild horses, and recreational
use.
4.2.2.2

Water Resources

Project-related impacts to water resources would not occur under the No Action Alternative.
Impacts to water resources would continue at present levels from existing oil and gas
development, livestock grazing, and recreation.
4.2.2.3

Vegetation Resources
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Project-related impacts to vegetation resources would not occur under the No Action Alternative.
Impacts to vegetation would continue at present levels from existing oil and gas development,
livestock grazing, rangeland management, and recreational use. Weed infestation related to
these activities would also continue at present levels or could potentially increase in the absence
of weed control mitigation.
4.2.2.4

Rangeland Management and Wild Horses

Project-related impacts to rangeland management and wild horses would not occur under the No
Action Alternative. Impacts to rangeland management and wild horses would continue at
present levels and from existing oil and gas development, and recreational use.
4.2.2.5

Fish and Wildlife Resources

Project-related impacts to fish and wildlife populations would not occur under the No Action
Alternative. Habitat loss/fragmentation, displacement, and other impacts would continue at
present levels from existing oil and gas development, livestock grazing, and recreational use.
4.2.2.6

Special Status Species

Project-related impacts to special status species would not occur under the No Action
Alternative. Impacts to special status species would continue at current levels from existing oil
and gas development, livestock grazing, and recreation.
4.2.2.7

Proposed Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

Project-related impacts to the proposed Main Canyon ACEC would not occur under the No
Action Alternative. Disturbance to this area would continue at present levels from existing oil
and gas development, livestock grazing, and recreational use.
4.2.2.8

Wilderness Characteristics

Project-related impacts to lands that may contain wilderness characteristics would not occur
under the No Action Alternative. Disturbance to these areas would continue at present levels
from existing oil and gas development, livestock grazing, and recreational use.
4.2.3

ALTERNATIVE C – BURIED PIPELINES

4.2.3.1

Soils

Potential impacts to soil resources would be similar in nature to those discussed under the
Proposed Action. However, under Alternative C, there would be 56 acres of initial surface
disturbance due to pipeline burial. Erosion rates within the 56-acre disturbance area would
increase from a background rate of 81.2 tons/year to 243.6 tons/year until successful reclamation
stabilizes disturbed soils.

Tumbleweed Exploratory Drilling EA

52

4.2.3.2

Water Resources

Potential impacts to water resources would be similar in nature to those discussed under the
Proposed Action. However, surface waters that would be avoided by surface pipeline crossings
under the Proposed Action would be impacted from buried pipe under Alternative C.
Additionally, under Alternative C, there would be 56 acres of initial surface disturbance due to
pipeline burial. Soil erosion calculations reveal that an estimated 243.6 tons/year of additional
erosion could be expected to occur as a result of the Proposed Action
4.2.3.3

Vegetation Resources

Potential impacts to vegetation resources would be similar in nature to those discussed under the
Proposed Action. However, under Alternative C, there would be 56 acres of initial surface
disturbance and habitat loss due to pipeline burial.
4.2.3.4

Rangeland Management and Wild Horses

Potential impacts to rangeland management and wild horse resources would be similar in nature
to those discussed under the Proposed Action. However, under Alternative C, there would be 56
acres (4 AUMs) of initial surface disturbance to range/horse habitat due to pipeline burial.
4.2.3.5

Fish and Wildlife Resources

Potential impacts to fish and wildlife resources would be similar in nature to those discussed
under the Proposed Action. However, under Alternative C, there would be 56 acres of initial
surface disturbance and habitat loss due to pipeline burial.
4.2.3.6

Special Status Species

Potential impacts to special status species would be similar in nature to those discussed under the
Proposed Action. However, under Alternative C, there would be 56 acres of initial surface
disturbance and habitat loss due to pipeline burial.
4.2.3.7

Proposed Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

Potential impacts to proposed ACECs would be similar in nature to those discussed under the
Proposed Action. However, under Alternative C, there would be 56 acres of initial surface
within proposed ACECs due to pipeline burial.
4.2.3.8

Wilderness Characteristics

Potential impacts to lands with or likely to have wilderness characteristics would be similar in
nature to those discussed under the Proposed Action. However, under Alternative C, there
would be 56 acres of initial surface disturbance due to pipeline burial.
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4.2.4

MITIGATION AND MONITORING

4.2.4.1

Vegetation Mitigation

To mitigate the loss of 37 acres of recently completed habitat restoration work, 37 acres of
needed habitat restoration work would be identified adjacent to the Project Area, and similar
restoration efforts would be implemented on the adjacent 37 acres. Work would consist of
removing encroaching pinyon-juniper trees from the sagebrush habitat.
4.2.4.2

Wildlife Mitigation

In order to protect crucial winter elk habitat, surface disturbing activities would be prohibited in
BLM crucial winter elk ranges from November 1 through March 31 (BCRMP ROD 1985).
4.2.4.3

Special Status Species Mitigation

Special Status Raptor Mitigation
Prior to construction and surface-disturbing activities, all precipitous and treed areas within ½
mile of proposed construction sites would be surveyed for the presence of bald eagle, golden
eagle, and ferruginous hawk nests. If nests are found, construction, exploration, drilling, and
other development activity would not occur within the spatial buffers specified below. In
addition, if future surveys identified new raptor nests within the Project Area, timing restrictions
and species-specific buffer radii would be applied as appropriate.
•

Bald Eagle: No construction or surface-disturbing activities (does not apply to casual
use) will be allowed year round within ½ mile of known bald eagle nests (BLM 1994).

•

Golden Eagle: No construction or surface-disturbing activities (does not apply to casual
use) will be allowed year round within ½ mile of golden eagle nest sites active within the
past 2 years which would adversely affect current use or limit or preclude potential future
use of the nest. (BLM 1994).

•

Ferruginous Hawk: No construction or surface-disturbing activities (does not apply to
casual use) will be allowed year round within ½ mile of known ferruginous hawk nests
which will adversely affect current use, or limit or preclude potential future use, unless a
permit to take is obtained from the USFWS (BLM 1994).

Greater Sage-grouse Mitigation
Low-profile tanks would be used near sage-grouse leks and nests, and would be installed outside
of the nesting and strutting period (March 15 to June 15).
No well pads, new roads, storage facilities, or new pipeline ROWs will be allowed within 300
feet of a sage grouse lek.
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4.2.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS
Cumulative impacts result from the incremental impacts of an action when added to past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of who takes the action.
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively significant, actions
taking place over a period of time.
This chapter discusses cumulative impacts as the incremental effect to specific resources or
issues that would occur from the Proposed Action alternatives in conjunction with other
cumulative actions. In support of the cumulative impact discussion, this chapter provides
discussion on past and present oil and gas activities in the Uinta Basin, both of which serve as
introductions to the outlook for reasonably foreseeable development (RFD) in the Project Area
and the greater Uinta Basin. The cumulative impact and RFD analysis is based upon the level of
activities and actions identified in the Draft Vernal RMP (BLM 2005). Within the Draft Vernal
RMP, projected oil and gas activity would be the most significant activity expected in the Vernal
Field Office area. Other significant activities would be livestock grazing, vegetative
management through prescribed burning, and recreational projects. The Cumulative Impact
Analysis Area (CIAA) for most resources is Uintah County and the neighboring Duchesne
County to the west. For some resources, the CIAA is much larger.
4.2.5.1

Oil and Gas

The Uinta Basin is a significant source of natural gas and oil, and it is currently one of the most
active oil and gas producing areas in the onshore U.S. In September 2004, the Utah BLM’s
quarterly oil and gas lease sale broke the record of most acreage, revenues, and bidders for any
lease sale. The focus of the bidding seemed to be both on known producing areas in the Uinta
Basin and in frontier areas in the central portion of the State. In the case of the Uinta Basin, past
exploration has been in shallow areas up to 8,000 feet. Companies are just now beginning to tap
the gas reserves that are 10,000-20,000 feet deep due to new technology and economics (BLM
2004b).
Oil and gas development is at an all-time high in the basin, with more rigs operating, and more
applications for permit to drill (APDs) being processed than ever before. For example, over half
(i.e., 8,737 wells) of the total oil and gas wells drilled in Utah between 1911 and November of
2000 were drilled within the Uinta Basin. APDs and ROW applications processed by the BLM
Vernal Field Office have illustrated a significant upward trend, estimated to be approximately 15
percent annually. In support of an ongoing land use planning effort, a mineral potential report
was prepared (BLM, 2002b). In that report it was estimated that a total of about 6,530 wells
could be drilled in the Uinta Basin by various oil and gas operators over a 15-year period (BLM
2002b), of which about 67 percent would be new gas wells. Table 4-1 shows field development
documents that are recently completed or currently ongoing in the Vernal Field Office. These
documents assess anticipated development strategies in the specific fields.
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Table 4-1.

Approved and Ongoing Oil and Gas NEPA Projects in Vernal Field Office
NEPA Project

Anticipated Completion Date

RDG Development EIS
EnCana North Chapita Development EA
QEP Greater Deadman Bench EIS
EOG Chapita Wells Stagecoach EIS
Gasco Development EIS
Enduring Resources West Bonanza Area Development EA
Dominion LCU EA
Kerr-McGee Love Unit EA
Kerr-McGee Bonanza Area EA
Inland (Newfield) Castle Peak and 8-Mile Flat EIS
Enduring Resources Rock House EA
Dominion Kings Canyon EA
Enduring Resources Big Pack EA
EOG North Alger EA
Gasco Riverbend EA
Gasco Wilkin Ridge EA

ROD signed August 7, 2006
DR signed March 1, 2006
August 2007
August 2007
October 2008
DR signed July 18, 2006
Winter 2007
January 2006
February 2006
ROD signed
August 24, 2005
Fall 2007
Fall 2008
Fall 2007
Summer 2007
November 2006
Summer 2007

Exploratory drilling is currently proposed in the western and southwestern portions of the Uinta
Basin, including BLM, Tribal and National Forest lands. Exploration projects consist of larger
and more expensive prospects. Production of exploratory wells typically lags discovery by many
years. These exploratory wells are typically characterized by larger, deeper, more remote
locations requiring greater per-well expenditures, potential delays in infrastructure access and,
therefore, greater financial risk (Linden 2003).
Future oil and gas development in the Uinta Basin will depend upon the feasibility of
exploration, as determined by the underlying geology and further infill development projects
within the Basin. Future development will be dependent upon the geologic feasibility each
prospect, the cost to develop the resources, and engineering technological advancements.
Development of Tribal lands will continue and perhaps increase as exploratory wells are drilled
in the Hill Creek Extension. Future oil and gas development in the Ashley National Forest will
likely increase as a result of new leasing and management strategies. However, the level of
future development on Tribal and National Forest System lands is unknown.
The cumulative scenario for this EA is based on the estimated total number of wells anticipated
to be drilled over the coming 15 years in the Uinta Basin (i.e. 6,530 wells). The six wells
proposed in the Tumbleweed Unit would constitute less 1 percent of the cumulative scenario.
The following surface disturbance assumptions have been applied regarding future construction
associated with oil and gas development and power lines:
•

Surface disturbance for a well pad: 2.4 acres;
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•

Surface disturbance for an access road, assuming 0.2 mile/well: 0.73 acres/well;

•

Surface disturbance for pipelines and flowlines: 0.47 acres/well;

•

Surface disturbance for transmission lines: 0.79 acre surface disturbance/well

•

Surface for compressor stations: 2 acres;

•

Surface disturbance for water pipelines: equals disturbance for oil well roads;

•

Surface disturbance for new sales pipelines: 0.47 acres for every new well;

•

Surface disturbance for powerlines: 0.25 acre per mile of powerline.

Based on these assumptions, the additional surface disturbance of the cumulative scenario for oil
and gas development would be 28,835 acres. The details are shown in Table 4-2.
Table 4-2.

Cumulative Oil and Gas Development Surface Disturbance

# Wells

Well Pads
(acres)1

Access
Roads
(acres)

Total
Pipelines
(acres)

84 Compressor
Stations
(acres)

Total
Disturbance
(acres)

6,530

15,672

4,767

8,228

168

28,835

1

Well pad disturbance is overestimated, since it assumes one well per pad. In some cases, two or more wells may be
drilled from a single well pad.

4.2.5.2

Soils

Cumulative impacts to soils in the planning area would result from oil and gas activities,
livestock grazing/management, and recreational activities reasonably certain to occur when
combined with the anticipated impacts under the Proposed Action, No Action Alternative, or
Buried Pipeline Alternative. Any land disturbing activity that impacts native vegetation affects
soil functions. Based on RFD projections, vegetation disturbance, impacts on biological soil
crusts, and erosion and sediment yield within the Book Cliffs planning area is likely to continue
to increase due to surface disturbance associated with oil and gas activities, livestock
grazing/management, and recreational activities that are reasonably certain to occur. Existing
and proposed roads are the activities of highest concern with regard to potential sediment yield.
Each acre of disturbance adds to a cumulative effect by increasing erosion, destroying native
vegetation, and increasing potential spread of noxious weeks.
Provided successful implementation of Applicant-Required Measures and Applicant-Committed
Environmental Protection Measures, erosion and sediment yield impacts from the 37 acres of
vegetation and soil disturbance would be negligible. However, no matter how small the impact,
in the context of cumulative impact analyses, each acre of vegetation and soil disturbance
subsequently adds to cumulative soil resource impacts in the Book Cliffs planning area by
incrementally increasing erosion and sediment yield.
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4.2.5.3

Water Resources

Cumulative impacts to water resources in the planning area would result from agriculture,
livestock grazing, recreation, vehicular traffic, oil and gas development, and mining and
industrial activities when combined with the anticipated impacts under the Proposed Action or
Buried Pipeline Alternative. Implementation of the Proposed Action or Buried Pipeline
Alternative could contribute to cumulative impacts to water resources as a result of increased
erosion into Willow Creek and Upper Bottom Creek, increased potential for water quality
degradation, and water usage contributing to water depletion of the Green River. Erosion control
and spill prevention and control measures, described in Chapter 2.0, would help to minimize the
potential cumulative impacts. However, any water depletion of the Green River, no matter how
small, adds to cumulative impacts, including decreased stream flow and habitat losses for aquatic
species in the Upper Colorado River Basin. Cumulative impacts would not occur under the No
Action Alternative.
4.2.5.4

Vegetation Resources

Cumulative impacts to vegetation in the planning area would result from oil and gas activities,
livestock grazing/management, and recreational activities reasonably certain to occur when
combined with the anticipated impacts under the Proposed Action or Buried Pipeline Alternative.
Provided successful implementation of Applicant-Required Measures, Applicant-Committed
Environmental Protection Measures, and mitigation measures, impacts from the initial removal
of approximately 37 acres or 56 acres of vegetation under the Proposed Action or Buried
Pipeline Alternative, respectively, would be minimal. However, no matter how small the impact,
in the context of cumulative impact analyses, each acre of vegetation disturbance subsequently
adds to cumulative vegetation resource impacts in the RMP area. Cumulative vegetation impacts
would not occur from the No Action Alternative.
4.2.5.5

Rangeland Management

Cumulative impacts to rangeland resources in the planning area would result from oil and gas
activities, livestock grazing/management, and recreational activities reasonably certain to occur.
Continued loss of vegetation would in turn, decrease potential livestock grazing habitat (i.e.,
AUMs) across the planning area. Provided successful implementation of Applicant-Required
Measures, Applicant-Committed Environmental Protection Measures, and mitigation measures,
impacts from the initial removal of approximately 37 acres of vegetation (3 AUMs) under the
Proposed Action or 56 acres of vegetation (4 AUMs) would be negligible compared to the
1,691,116 acres (approximately 120,000 AUMs) total in the Book Cliffs planning area.
However, in the context of cumulative impact analyses, loss of each individual AUM
incrementally adds to cumulative AUM losses in the RMP area. Cumulative rangeland
management impacts would not occur under the No Action Alternative.
4.2.5.6

Fish and Wildlife

The Proposed Action would cumulatively add to initial losses of big game foraging habitats;
raptor breeding/nesting areas, and/or cover; habitat displacement; and mortality resulting from
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past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the Book Cliffs planning area. Based
on Stewart’s compliance with protective Federal stipulations on timing of project operations,
implementation of Applicant-Required Measures, Applicant-Committed Environmental
Protection Measures, mitigation measures, and the short-term and small-scale nature of the
exploratory drilling, the Proposed Action or Buried Pipeline Alternative would result in minor
fish and wildlife impacts in the Tumbleweed Project Area. However, any impact on wildlife
habitats and behaviors (no matter how short-term or small-scale), incrementally adds to the
cumulative effects of other activities on fish and wildlife within the planning area. Cumulative
impacts would not occur under the No Action Alternative.
4.2.5.7

Special Status Species

The Proposed Action would add to cumulative impacts to special status species from loss of
foraging habitats; breeding/nesting areas, and/or cover; habitat displacement; and mortality from
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the Book Cliffs planning area. With
the exception of potential depletions to Colorado River Basin and consequent impacts to the
endangered Colorado River fish, based on Stewart’s compliance with protective Federal
stipulations regarding T&E species, implementation of the Applicant-Committed Environmental
Protection Measures and mitigation measures, the Proposed Action would result in negligible
impacts on special status species. However, any impact on special status species (no matter how
short-term or small-scale), incrementally adds to the cumulative effects of other land use projects
on threatened, endangered, candidate, and Sensitive species within the Book Cliffs planning area.
Cumulative impacts to threatened, endangered, candidate, and Sensitive species would not occur
under the No Action Alternative.
Declines in the abundance or range of many special status species (such as the endangered
Colorado River fish) have been attributed to various human activities on Federal, state, and
private lands, such as human population expansion and associated infrastructure development;
construction and operation of dams along major waterways; water retention, diversion, or
dewatering of springs, wetlands, or streams; recreation, including off-road vehicle activity;
expansion of agricultural or grazing activities, including alteration or clearing of native habitats
for domestic animals or crops; and introductions of non-native plant, wildlife, or fish or other
aquatic species, which can alter native habitats or out-compete or prey upon native species.
Many of these activities are expected to continue on state and private lands within the range of
the various Federally protected wildlife, fish, and plant species, and could contribute to
cumulative effects to the species that would occur as a result of either the Proposed Action or
Buried Pipeline Alternative. Species with small population sizes, endemic locations, or slow
reproductive rates, or species that primarily occur on non-Federal lands where landholders may
not participate in recovery efforts, would generally be highly susceptible to cumulative effects.
Reasonably foreseeable future activities that may affect affected river-related resources in the
area include oil and gas exploration and development, irrigation, urban development, recreational
activities, and activities associated with the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery
Program. Implementation of all or any of these projects has affected and continues to affect the
environment including but not limited to water quality, water rights, socioeconomic and wildlife
resources.
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Cumulative effects to this species would include the following types of impacts:
•
•
•

Changes in land use patterns that would further fragment, modify, or destroy potential
spawning sites or designated critical habitat;
Shoreline recreational activities and encroachment of human development that would
remove upland or riparian/wetland vegetation and potentially degrade water quality;
Competition with, and predation by, exotic fish species introduced by anglers or other
sources.

4.2.5.7 Proposed ACECs
Development of well pads and associated access roads under the Proposed Action or Buried
Pipeline Alternative would not cumulatively affect the cultural resource values that meet relevant
values for which the ACEC is proposed, specifically "sites associated with the historical
Northern Ute migration route along Main Canyon" and "historical inscription dating to the early
French fur trade area" because the Project Area and proposed development is located above the
canyon rims. However, potential cumulative impacts to the natural values for which the ACEC
is proposed would be similar to those described under the wildlife cumulative impacts section
and would include the loss, disturbance and/or fragmentation of habitat; and temporary
displacement of wildlife due to human presence. The severity of impacts would depend on
factors such as the sensitivity of the species, seasonal use patterns, type and timing of project
activities, and physical parameters of affected areas (e.g., topography, vegetative cover, weather,
etc.). Based on Stewart’s compliance with protective Federal stipulations on timing of project
operations, implementation of Applicant-Required Measures, Applicant-Committed
Environmental Protection Measures, mitigation measures, and the short-term and small-scale
nature of the exploratory drilling, the Proposed Action or Buried Pipeline Alternative would
result in minor impacts on the natural values for which the ACEC was proposed. However, any
impact on wildlife habitats and behaviors (no matter how short-term or small-scale), would
incrementally adds to the cumulative effects of other activities in the proposed ACEC.
Cumulative impacts would not occur under the No Action Alternative.
4.2.5.8

Wilderness Characteristics

Cumulative impacts, from the implementation of mineral resource development decisions, could
result in adverse impacts to wilderness characteristics similar to those described under the
Proposed Action.
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5.0
5.1

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

CONSULTATION, COORDINATION, AND PREPARATION

The persons and agencies coordinated in preparation of the Tumbleweed Exploratory Drilling
Project EA are identified in Table 5-1. The purpose and authorities for the consultation, and
findings/conclusions are also provided in Table 5-1.
Table 5-1.

List of Persons, Agencies, and Organizations Consulted for Purposes of this
EA.

Agency/Organization

Purpose & Authorities for
Consultation or
Coordination

Findings & Conclusions
Section 7 Consultation with the USFWS is ongoing
and will be finalized prior to the signing of the
Decision Record for this EA.

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
(USFWS)

Section 7 Consultation
under the Endangered
Species Act (16 USC 1531)

Utah State Historical
Preservation Office

Section 106 Consultation.

5.2

A programmatic Water Depletion Biological
Assessment was prepared by the US Fish and
Wildlife Service and the Bureau of Land
Management, Vernal Field Office. On August 2,
2006, a Biological Opinion was received that
concurred with the may affect, likely to adversely
affect determination for the four Colorado River
fish and their designated critical habitat. This
project falls within the scope of the programmatic
consultation, therefore consultation for the water
depletion impacts to the four Colorado River fish
and their designated critical habitat is complete.
Section 106 Consultation with the SHPO is ongoing
and will be finalized prior to the signing of the
Decision Record for this EA.

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Public participation was initiated with the posting of the proposed project on the BLM’s
Environmental Notice Bulletin Board (ENBB) in May, 2005.
5.3

COMMENT ANALYSIS

Comments received during the June 15 – July 14, 2007 public review period will be reviewed
and analyzed by the BLM. As appropriate, responses to comments will be provided in the Final
EA. Public comments may or may not result in resource-specific revisions to the EA.
5.4

EA PREPARATION

The list of BLM reviewers and Non-BLM preparers for the Tumbleweed Exploratory Drilling
Project EA is provided in Table 5-2.
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Table 5-2.

Third-Party Consultant Preparers of the EA

Name
Dawn Martin,
Buys & Associates, Inc.
Kirby Carroll,
Buys & Associates, Inc.
Dave Nicholson
Buys & Associates, Inc.
Montgomery Archaeological
Consultants
Tanja Butler-Melone
Buys & Associates, Inc.

Title

Third-Party Consultants
Responsibilities

NEPA Project Manager

Project Management

Senior Ecologist

Wildlife, Vegetation, Rangeland Management,
Special Status Species,

Senior Geologist / Hydrologist

Soils, Water Resources

Cultural Resource Specialists

Cultural Resources

Environmental Planner

Proposed ACECs, Wilderness Study Areas,
Wilderness Characteristics
Technical Writing and Editing

Jenny Lange,
NEPA Resource Specialist
Technical Writing and Editing
Buys & Associates, Inc.
Mark Weitz
GIS Specialist
GIS, Technical Editing
Buys & Associates, Inc
BLM Interdisciplinary team (IDT) for the Tumbleweed EA is reflected in the IDT Checklist in Appendix A
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APPENDIX A
IDT Checklist

APPENDIX A – INTERDISCIPLINARY TEAM ANALYSIS RECORD CHECKLIST

INTERDISCIPLINARY TEAM ANALYSIS RECORD CHECKLIST
Project Title: Stewart Petroleum Corporation’s Tumbleweed Exploratory Drilling Project
NEPA Log Number: UT-080-05-201
File/Serial Number: UTU-6618, UTU-72059, UTU-72667
Project Leader: Kelly Buckner
DETERMINATION OF STAFF: (Choose one of the following abbreviated options for the left column)
NP = not present in the area impacted by the proposed or alternative actions.
NI = present, but not affected to a degree that detailed analysis is required.
PI = present with potential for significant impact analyzed in detail in the EA; or identified in a DNA as
requiring further analysis.
NC = (DNAs only) actions and impacts not changed from those disclosed in the existing NEPA documents cited in
Section C of the DNA form.
Determination

Resource

Rationale for Determination*

Signature

Date

CRITICAL ELEMENTS

NI

Air Quality

Compressor stations are not proposed. Minimum quantities of
dust emissions are anticipated because the volume of traffic
from this proposal would be less than five vehicles per day
Stephanie Howard
during the construction of each pad location and access road
for about 1 week; about 10 vehicles per day during drilling for
about 1 week per well; and about 1 vehicle per day if the
Project Area supports producing gas wells.

NP

Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern

None present.

Kim A Bartel

03-05-07

PI

Proposed ACECs

Main Canyon ACEC Alt. C Draft RMP.

Kim A Bartel

03-05-07

NI

Cultural Resources

Blaine Phillips

03/05/07

NP

Environmental Justice

Stephanie Howard

03/05/07

NP

Farmlands (Prime or
Unique)

None present in the Vernal Field office.

Stephanie Howard

03/05/07

NP

Floodplains

No mapped floodplains present as per Vernal Field Office
GIS.

Karl Wright

03/05/07

Based on applicant committed measures to avoid all eligible
cultural resources, no impacts are expected as a result of the
Proposed Action.
According to the EPA Region VIII, State of Utah,
Environmental Justice Map, the region has been categorized
as a minority population area of 10-20% and a poverty
population area of 10-20%. No minority or economically
disadvantaged communities or populations are present which
could be affected by the Proposed Action or alternatives.
(http://www.epa.gov/enviro/ej, 08/25/05)

03/05/07

Determination

PI

NP
PI
NP

NI

Resource

Invasive, Non-native
Species

Rationale for Determination*

Signature

A pre-construction noxious weed inventory would be
necessary to disclose what is present in the Project Area.
Weed free certified seed would be needed for reclamation.
Potential for invasive plants and weeds to occur or increase in Mark Stavropolous
density when soils are displaced or disturbed. A Pesticide Use
Permit (PUP) will be necessary to apply chemicals on public
lands for weed control.

Native American Religious
No known issues.
Blaine Phillips
Concerns
Threatened, Endangered
Mexican Spotted Owl, Colorado pikeminnow, humpback
Brandon McDonald
or Candidate Animal
chub, razorback sucker, bonytail, bald eagle.
Species
Threatened, Endangered
No T&E species occurrence in Project Area.
Clayton Newberry
or Candidate Plant Species
All trash would be picked up and disposed of at an approved
site, most likely the Uintah County landfill. No potentially
harmful materials or substances would be left on or in the
Wastes (hazardous or
Stephanie Howard
vicinity of the Project Area. No chemicals subject to SARA
solid)
title III in amounts greater than 10,000 pounds would be used.
No extremely hazardous substances as defined in 40 CFR 355
in threshold planning quantities would be used.
Surface: Increased erosion due to roads, which could cause
sediment to enter the Green River. Potential for spills of
chemicals into the Green River.

PI-Surface
Water Quality
NI(surface/ground)
Ground

Ground: Compliance with “Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 2,
Drilling Operations” will assure that the project will not
adversely affect groundwater quality. Due to the state-of-theart drilling and well completion techniques, the possibility of
adverse degradation of groundwater quality or prospectively
valuable mineral deposits by the Proposed Action will be
negligible.

Date

03/05/07

03/05/07
03/05/07
03/05/07

03/05/07

John Mayers

03/05/07

Karl Wright

03/05/07

Well completion must be accomplished in compliance with
“Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 2, Drilling Operations”.
These guidelines specify the following: … proposed casing
and cementing programs shall be conducted as approved to
protect and/or isolate all usable water zones, potentially
productive zones, lost circulation zones, abnormally
pressured zones, and any prospectively valuable deposits of
minerals. Any isolating medium other than cement shall
receive approval prior to use.

NP

Wetlands/Riparian Zones None present as per the Vernal Field Office GIS Database.

NP

Wild and Scenic Rivers

None present.

Kim A Bartel

03/05/07

NP

Eligible Wild and Scenic
Rivers

None present in Project Area.

Kim A Bartel

03/05/07

NI

Wilderness

No Wilderness Areas are present. The Winter Ridge WSA is
3 miles to the east of the proposed project, but is not impacted
by the proposed project

Kim A Bartel

03/05/07

Determination

Resource

Rationale for Determination*

Signature

Date

Need to include a travel plan that would address roads issues
regarding type, maintenance and standards, and a statement
that roads would be maintained throughout the life of the
project.

Diane Coltharp

05/22/07

Brandon McDonald

03/05/07

Steve Strong

03/05/07

M. Wegweiser

03/05/07

OTHER RESOURCES / CONCERNS
County Transportation
Plan

PI

Fish and Wildlife
including
Sage grouse nesting and leking area. Migratory birds.
Special Status Species
other than FWS Candidate Crucial habitat for deer and elk.
or Listed species (eg.
Migratory Birds)

NI

Fuels / Fire Management Proposed Action would not hinder suppression actions/access.
Compliance with existing BLM construction restrictions on
slopes and construction design will cause the possibility of the
project initiating landslides, other mass movements, or
flooding to be unlikely.

NI

Geology / Mineral
Resources

NI

Lands / Access

PI

Livestock Grazing

PI

Paleontology

Natural gas, oil, gilsonite, oil shale, and tar sand are the only
mineral resources that could be impacted by the project.
Production of natural gas or oil would deplete reserves, but
the proposed project allows for the recovery of natural gas and
oil per 43 CFR 3162.1(a), under the existing Federal lease.
Compliance with “Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 2, Drilling
Operations” will assure that the project will not adversely
affect gilsonite, oil shale, or tar sand deposits. Due to the
state-of-the-art drilling and well completion techniques, the
possibility of adverse degradation of tar sand or oil shale
deposits by the Proposed Action will be negligible.

Well completion must be accomplished in compliance with
“Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 2, Drilling Operations”.
These guidelines specify the following: proposed casing and
cementing programs shall be conducted as approved to
protect and/or isolate all usable water zones, potentially
productive zones, lost circulation zones, abnormally
pressured zones, and any prospectively valuable deposits of
minerals. Any isolating medium other than cement shall
receive approval prior to use.
A road Right of Way would be necessary for the portion of
new access road crossing section 20, T9S – R19 E (see map in
case file). All BLM and county roads would be maintained at
present standards and new roads would be constructed to gold
book standards.
Cattleguard maintenance/upgrade, increased traffic impact,
increased trespass of cattle on sheep allotments due to
Mark Stavropolous
additional roads (breach of topographic boundaries). Fence
maintenance due to piplines.
Renegade Tongue of the Wasatch Formation contains at least
M. Wegweiser
one known site within 1 mile of a portion of the Proposed
Action.

03/05/07

03/05/07

Determination

Resource

Rangeland Health
Standards and Guidelines

Rationale for Determination*

The spread of invasive weeds could cause a reduction in
desired species which could move the allotments in a direction
of not meeting Utah Rangeland Health Standard #3 (Desired
species, including native, threatened, endangered, and specialstatus species, are maintained at a level appropriate for the site
and species involved).
The draft RMP Alternatives A and C incorporate the Project
Area into the proposed Book Cliffs SRMA and mandate the
development of an activity level plan for wildlife viewing,
hunting, hiking, back packing, OHV, Camping, cultural
values including petroglyph viewing, picnicking, mountain
biking, photography, backcountry horse riding, etc. in that
area. However, the Proposed Action will not preclude the
designation of the SRMA nor will it prevent the development
of activity level recreation plans.
Area still retains broad panoramas of natural landscapes.
Increase roads would provide increased access to motorized
uses.
Maintenance and service vehicle use would increase along
with subsequent dust, noise, and increased wildlife collisions.

Potential Special
Recreation Management
Area

PI

Recreation

PI

Sagebrush Restoration
Project

BLM recently completed restoration work in the Project Area.

NI

Socio-economics

The local economy would not be affected.

PI

Soils

Removal and disturbance of soils. Disturbance of soils could
lead to increased erosion, sediment yield, and impacts to
biological soil crusts.

NI

Date

Mark Stavropolous

03/05/07

Utah Rangeland Health Standard #1 requires that “upland
soils exhibit permeability and infiltration rates that sustain or
improve site productivity, considering the soil type, climate
and landform”. Increased soil erosion and soil compaction
could potentially result in a failure to achieve Rangeland
Health Standard #1.

NI

PI

Signature

Limited entry elk and deer hunts Aug. 18 through Nov. 16,
2007. Successful drawing for this Book Cliffs Bitter Creek
South unit is approx. 15 years. High expectations of
harvesting a mature 5 year+ old elk bull. Landowner tags
presently selling for $12,000 bull elk and $5,000 for buck
deer. The Proposed Action and indirect impacts of increased
vehicle traffic could increase the difficulty in locating deer
and elk and therefore diminish hunting success (probably
more cumulative than directly related to this project).

Vegetation including
Special Status Species
Disturbance and removal of native vegetation.
other than FWS Candidate
or Listed species
The Unit is designated Visual Resource Management (VRM)
Class IV. The Proposed Action would be in compliance with
Visual Resources
the VRM objectives.

Joshua Fisher

Kim A Bartel

5/24/07

03/05/07

Steve Strong

03/05/07

Stephanie Howard

03/05/07

Steve Strong

03/05/07

Clayton Newberry

03/05/07

Kim A Bartel

03/05/07

Determination

PI

PI

PI

PI

Resource

Rationale for Determination*

Signature

A few ephemeral drainages are located in the Project Area.
Several will be crossed for access roads and pipelines. These
Waters of the U.S.
Sue Nall
crossings appear to qualify for Nationwide General Permit
(USACE)
and should be coordinated with the Corps of Engineers for
permit verification.
Disturbance of vegetation could reduce available AUMS for
wild horses. Construction activities could temporarily cause
Mark Stavropolous
Wild Horses and Burros wild horses to forage in adjacent, undisturbed areas, causing
increased grazing impacts. Pipeline could impact the
gathering of horses.
The Project Area is completely contained within an area found
to have wilderness characteristics in an April 2007 Wilderness
Characteristics Review completed by the VFO. This Project
Area is in Parcel #1 of the Wolf Point Area. Parcel #1
consists of 11,802 acres and is located north of the Winter
Kim A Bartel
Wilderness Characteristics Ridge Pipeline. For the purpose of this analysis, the
assumption is made that the wilderness characteristics of size,
naturalness, solitude, primitive and unconfined recreation, and
supplemental values exist in the proposed area. The Project
Area is completely contained within the Wilderness
Characteristics Area.
Woodland / Forestry

Commercial woodlands and forests are present.

Steve Strong

FINAL REVIEW:
Reviewer Title
NEPA / Environmental
Coordinator
Authorized Officer

Signature

Date

Comments

Date

03/05/07

03/05/07

03/05/07

03/05/07
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APPENDIX B – TRANSPORTATION PLAN

Purpose and Need
Stewart Petroleum (Stewart) proposes to develop oil and gas resources in the Tumbleweed Oil
and Gas Unit (Tumbleweed Unit) located in Uintah County approximately 32 miles southwest of
Vernal, Utah. If BLM approves the exploratory drilling project, project-related access to the
Tumbleweed Project Area would be via a network of Uintah and Grand County roads on or
across public lands. The purpose of this plan is to identify the county roads that could potentially
be impacted if Alternatives A or B were implemented, and to give the respective counties an
opportunity to provide input and identify transportation-related issues and concerns.
Both Uintah and Grand counties have adopted transportation maps that identify roads within
their respective jurisdictions that they deem they have right to maintain (class B and D roads).
These maps were used as a basis for this transportation analysis. At the request of the respective
counties, this plan includes information regarding use, maintenance, improvements, and
standards that various roads would be held to throughout the life of the project (e.g.,
development, production, and decommissioning/field abandonment).
County Access Roads
Access to the Tumbleweed Unit would utilize the Class B Seep Ridge Road (2810) to the
southern boundary of Uintah County. From the county line, the Grand County Class B Seep
Ridge Road (203) would be followed to the Class B Three Pines Road (194) and the road would
be followed in a westerly direction to the intersection of the Class B Winter Ridge Road (206).
The Grand County Winter Ridge Road (206) would be then be followed in a northwest direction
to the Uintah County southern boundary where it changes to the Uintah County Class B Winter
Ridge Road (5660). Just beyond the Bull Canyon - Uintah County Road intersection, project
area access would leave the Winter Ridge Road and proceed along unmarked Class D Uintah
County roads for 0.8 miles to a point where new access begins. A new access road 0.6 miles in
length would then continue to the proposed Tumbleweed Unit exploratory wells.
Existing Traffic on Access Roads
Seep Ridge Road is a main oil and gas field road in Uintah County. The latest traffic data from
Uintah County shows below Ouray that average daily traffic (ADT) is approximately 1,207
vehicles per day. Traffic information on other roads that would be used to access the Project
Area has not been monitored; however, based upon the remote location current traffic levels
could be expected to be very low.
Estimated Traffic Volumes
During the exploratory development phase, ADT would be approximately 10-20 vehicles per day
per well. Because of timing limitations, development would not occur during the winter season.
Production activities would occur on a year-round basis; however, based on the limited number
of proposed wells, production traffic would be limited to 1-2 vehicles per day and would have
little if any effect on the deterioration of County roads.

Road Maintenance
Prior to beginning development, Stewart would be required to enter into road maintenance and
improvement agreements with both Uintah and Grand counties. Under the County-specific
agreements, Stewart would agree to maintain some of the aforementioned roads. In particular,
Stewart would be responsible for the maintenance of all Class D County roads; whereas, Uintah
and Grand counties would retain maintenance responsibilities on all Class B roads with
voluntary assistance provided by Stewart on an as-needed basis. As previously mentioned,
development traffic would be limited by winter drilling restrictions; however, all roads within
Uintah and Grand counties to and within the Project Area would be maintained to provide all
weather access on a year-round basis in order to accommodate limited production traffic.
Typical maintenance activities would include:
• Work necessary to preserve the existing roads;
• Physical upkeep and repair due to wear or damage whether from natural or other causes;
• Work required to maintain the shape of the road (grade and crown);
• Work required to maintain drainage features of the road (e.g., culverts and water bars);
• Work required to remove snow; and
• Work required to fill mud holes and dust pockets with acceptable road material.
Proposed Road Improvements
If the Proposed Action for the Tumbleweed Project Area were approved, approximately 1.9 (7.4
acres of initial, linear disturbance) miles of unnamed Class D road would be improved by
Stewart in the Project Area. Improvements of existing roads would typically require the
following equipment: a class 12 or greater motor grader, a class D6 or larger crawler tractor,
several 10-yard end dump trucks, and a water truck(s). Surface pipeline would be installed
adjacent to roads and would require the initial disturbance of up to 10 feet outside and adjacent
to the road ROW (6 acres of initial, linear disturbance).
As previously discussed, prior to beginning development Stewart would be required to enter into
a road maintenance and improvement agreement with Uintah County. As part of that agreement
Stewart would notify the County of any planned improvements, and if appropriate the County
would apply for a ROW with the BLM.
Road Improvement Standards
According to the Uintah County maintenance agreement, improvement of Class D roads should
be consistent with the standards set forth in the BLM’s Surface Operating Standards for Oil and
Gas Exploration and Development (Fourth edition: 2006), also know as the “Gold Book.”
According to the Gold Book, each improved road should be assigned a functional classification,
which is based upon anticipated use. Based upon estimated traffic volumes during the
development phase (10-20 vehicles), improved roads would likely be classified as resource
roads. A brief description of this type of road follows.

Resource Road
Resource roads are low volume, single-lane roads. They normally have a 12 to 14 foot wide
travel surface with “intervisible turnouts,” where approaching drivers have a clear view of the
section or road between the two turnouts and can pull off to the side to let the approaching driver
pass. These roads connect terminal facilities, such as a well site, to higher class roads. They
serve a low volume ADT.
Maintenance Schedule
BLM roads are typically assigned a maintenance level based upon the functional classification.
According to the BLM 9113 Manual, resource roads are generally considered Level 3 roads.
Level three roads are maintained on an as needed basis with no routine or scheduled
maintenance. There is no schedule for maintaining Class D County roads, as such; maintenance
would be performed on an as needed basis consistent with the aforementioned BLM guidance.
Disposition of Access Roads after Well Abandonment
No roads shown on the existing county transportation maps would be reclaimed, including
improved road segments. Should the proposed exploratory wells prove productive, at the end of
the life of each well, all access roads associated with this development project would be
reclaimed in accordance with the requirements of the responsible surface management agency,
unless Uintah County (within which the proposed roads occur) applies for and is granted a Title
V right-of-way. Reclamation would generally involve re-contouring the surface to the
approximate natural contours, re-establishing soil conditions, and reseeding with approved seed
mixtures. Reclamation procedures would continue until the responsible surface management
agency determines that the reclamation has been successful.
Sources
Uintah County Roads Department. 2007.
BLM. 2006. Surface Operating Standards and Guidelines for Oil and Gas Exploration and
Development. Fourth Edition
Uintah County. 2005. GIS Database.
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APPENDIX D – SPECIAL STATUS PLANT SPECIES

SPECIES

Park rock cress
Arabis vivariensis

Horseshoe milkvetch
Astragalus
equisolensis

Hamilton milkvetch
Astragalus hamiltonii

Ownbey thistle
Cirsium ownbeyi

Rock hymenoxis
Hymenoxys
lapidicola

Stemless penstemon
Penstemon acaulis

STATUS

Sensitive

Candidate

Sensitive

Sensitive

Sensitive

Sensitive

HABITAT
Webber Formation
sandstone and
limestone outcrops in
mixed desert shrub
and pinyon-juniper
communities.
Elevations 50006000 ft.
Duchesne River
Formation soils in
sagebrush, shadscale,
horsebrush and
mixed desert shrub
communities.
Elevations 47905185 ft.
Duchesne, Mowery
shale, Dakota and
Wasatch Formation
soils in pinyonjuniper and desert
shrub communities.
Elevations 52405800 ft.
East flank Uinta
Mountains.
Sagebrush, juniper
and riparian
communities.
Elevations 55006200 ft.
Sandy soils on ledges
and soil filled
crevices in the Weber
Formation associated
with Blue Mountain.
Elevations 57008100 ft.
Daggett County.
Semi-barren
substrates in pinyonjuniper and
sagebrush-grass
communities.
Elevations 58407285 ft.

POTENTIAL for and/or
OCCURRENCE IN
TUMBLEWEED PROJECT
AREA?

ELIMINATED FROM
DETAILED
ANALYSIS IN THE
EA?

Potential habitat does not occur
in Tumbleweed Project Area.

Yes, no habitat present.

Yes, no habitat present.

Potential habitat does not occur
in Tumbleweed Project Area.

Yes, no habitat present.

Potential habitat does not occur
in Tumbleweed Project Area.

Yes, no habitat present.
Potential habitat does not occur
in Tumbleweed Project Area.

Yes, no habitat present.
Potential habitat does not occur
in Tumbleweed Project Area.

Yes, no habitat present.

Potential habitat does not occur
in Tumbleweed Project Area.

SPECIES

Flowers penstemon
Penstemon flowersii

Gibbens penstemon
Penstemon gibbensii

Goodrich penstemon
Penstemon goodrichii

STATUS

Sensitive

Sensitive

Sensitive

Graham beardtongue
Penstemon grahamii

Candidate

White River
penstemon
Penstemon scariosus
var. albifluvis

Candidate

HABITAT
Clay badlands from
Myton to Roosevelt
and Randlett, in
shadscale and desert
communities.
Elevations 50005400 ft.
Brown’s Park in
Daggett County.
Sandy and shaley
(Green River Shale)
bluffs and slopes
with juniper, thistle,
Eriogonum, Elymus,
serviceberry, rabbit
brush & Thermopsis.
Elevations 55006400 ft.
Lapoint-TridellWhiterocks area.
Duchesne River
Formation on blue
gray to reddish bands
of clay badlands.
Elevations 55906215 ft.
East Duchesne and
Uintah Counties.
Evacuation Creek
and Lower Parachute
Member of the Green
River Formation.
Shaley knolls in
sparsely vegetated
desert shrub and
pinyon-juniper
communities.
Elevations 46006700 ft.
Evacuation Creek
and Lower Parachute
Creek Member of the
Green River
Formation on
sparsely vegetated
shale slopes in mixed
desert shrub and
pinyon-juniper
communities.
Elevations 50006000 ft.

POTENTIAL for and/or
OCCURRENCE IN
TUMBLEWEED PROJECT
AREA?

ELIMINATED FROM
DETAILED
ANALYSIS IN THE
EA?

Potential habitat does not occur
in Tumbleweed Project Area.

Yes, no habitat present.

Potential habitat does not occur
in Tumbleweed Project Area.

Yes, no habitat present.

Potential habitat does not occur
in Tumbleweed Project Area.

Yes, no habitat present.

Potential habitat does not occur
in Tumbleweed Project Area.

Yes, no habitat present.

Potential habitat does not occur
in Tumbleweed Project Area.

Yes, no habitat present.

SPECIES

Clay thelopody
Schoencrambe
argillacea

Shrubby reedmustard
Schoencrambe
suffrutescens

STATUS

Threatened

Endangered

Uinta Basin hookless
cactus
Sclerocactus glaucus
(Sclerocactus
brevispinus)

Threatened

Spiranthes diluvialis

Threatened

HABITAT
Bookcliffs On the
contact zone between
the upper Uinta and
lower Green River
shale formations in
mixed desert shrub of
Indian ricegrass and
pygmy sagebrush.
Elevations 50005650 ft.
Evacuation Creek
and lower Parachute
Creek Members of
the Green River
Formation on
calcareous shales in
pygmy sagebrush,
mountain mahogany,
juniper and mixed
desert shrub
communities.
Elevations 54006000 ft.
Gravelly hills and
terraces on
Quaternary and
tertiary alluvium soils
in cold desert shrub
communities.
Elevations 47006000ft.
Streams, bogs and
open seepages in
cottonwood, salt
cedar, willow and
pinyon-juniper
communities on the
south and east slope
of the Uintah Range
and it’s tributaries,
and the Green River
from Browns Park to
Split mountain.
Potentially in the
Upper reaches of
streams in the Book
Cliffs. Elevations
4400-6810 ft.

POTENTIAL for and/or
OCCURRENCE IN
TUMBLEWEED PROJECT
AREA?

ELIMINATED FROM
DETAILED
ANALYSIS IN THE
EA?

Potential habitat does not occur
in Tumbleweed Project Area.

Yes, no habitat present.

Potential habitat does not occur
in Tumbleweed Project Area.

Yes, no habitat present.

Potential habitat does not occur
in Tumbleweed Project Area.

Yes, no habitat present.

Potential habitat does not occur
in Tumbleweed Project Area.

Yes, no habitat present.

Appendix D (cont’d). Special Status Wildlife Species
SPECIES

STATUS

Humpback chub
Gila cypha

FE; SE

Bonytail
Gila elegans

FE; SE

Colorado pikeminnow
FE; SE
Ptychocheilus lucius
Razorback sucker
Xyrauchen texanus

FE; SE

HABITAT
Endemic to the
Colorado River system
within deep, swiftrunning rivers, with
canyon shaded
environments.
Endemic to the
Colorado River system,
restricted to the Green
River. They use main
channels of large rivers
and favor swift
currents.
Endemic to the
Colorado River system.
Uses large swift rivers.
Endemic to large rivers
of the Colorado River
system.

POTENTIAL for and/or
ELIMINATED FROM
OCCURRENCE IN
DETAILED ANALYSIS
TUMBLEWEED PROJECT
IN THE EA?
AREA?
None. Potential habitat does
not occur in Tumbleweed
Project Area.

No, carried forward for
analysis.

None. Potential habitat does
not occur in Tumbleweed
Project Area.

No, carried forward for
analysis.

None. Potential habitat does
not occur in Tumbleweed
Project Area.
None. Potential habitat does
not occur in Tumbleweed
Project Area.

No, carried forward for
analysis.
No, carried forward for
analysis.

SPECIES

STATUS

Bald eagle
Haliaeetus
leucocephalus

FT; ST

Mexican spotted owl
Strix occidentalis
lucida

FT; ST; PIF

Western yellow-billed
cuckoo
FC; ST
Coccyzus americanus
occidentalis

Black-footed ferret
Mustela nigripes

FE; SE

HABITAT
In Utah, breeding
occurrences are limited
to five locations within
four counties (Carbon,
Daggett, Grand, and
Salt Lake counties).
Winter habitat
typically includes areas
of open water,
adequate food sources,
and sufficient diurnal
perches and night
roosts.
Found primarily in
canyons with mixed
conifer forests, pineoak woodlands and
riparian areas. This
species nests on
platforms and large
cavities in trees, on
ledges, and in caves.
Breeding and nesting
season: approximately
March through August.
Riparian obligate and
usually occurs in large
tracts of
cottonwood/willow
habitats. However,
this species also has
been documented in
lowland deciduous
woodlands, alder
thickets, deserted
farmlands, and
orchards. Breeding
season: late June
through July.
Semi-arid grasslands
and mountain basins.
It is found primarily in
association with active
prairie dog colonies
that contain suitable
burrow densities and
colonies that are of
sufficient size.

POTENTIAL for and/or
ELIMINATED FROM
OCCURRENCE IN
DETAILED ANALYSIS
TUMBLEWEED PROJECT
IN THE EA?
AREA?

Moderate. Bald eagles utilize
ungulate winter ranges that
provide carrion. Bald eagles
No, carried forward for
are sometimes seen near the
analysis.
Project Area during winter
months, usually in early
November through late March.

Moderate. Willow Creek
No, carried forward for
Canyon may provide suitable
analysis.
nesting habitat for the species.

None. Potential habitat does
not occur in Tumbleweed
Project Area.

Yes, no habitat present.

None. The distribution of this
species is limited to a
nonessential experimental
Yes, no habitat present.
population reintroduced into
Coyote Basin, Uintah County
starting in 1999.

SPECIES

STATUS

Canada lynx
Lynx lynx canadensis

FT; SS

Roundtail chub
Gila robusta

ST

Bluehead sucker
Catostomus
discobolus

SS

Flannelmouth sucker
SS
Catostomus latipinnis

Ferruginous hawk
Buteo Regalis

American white
pelican
Pelecanus
erythrorhynchos

ST

SS

HABITAT
Primarily occurs in
Douglas-fir, spruce-fir,
and subalpine forests at
elevations above 7,800
feet amsl. The lynx
uses large woody
debris, such as downed
logs and windfalls.
Adults inhabit low to
high flow areas in the
Green River; young
occur in shallow areas
with minimal flow.
Occupies a wide range
of aquatic habitats
ranging from cold, clear
mountain streams to
warm, turbid rivers.
Adults occur in riffles,
runs, and pools in
streams and large
rivers, with the highest
densities usually in pool
habitat. Young live in
slow to moderately
swift waters near the
shoreline areas.
Resides mainly in
lowland open desert
terrain characterized by
barren cliffs and bluffs,
piñon-juniper
woodlands, sagebrushrabbit brush, and cold
desert shrub. Nesting
habitat includes
promontory points and
rocky outcrops.
Inhabits areas of open
water including large
rivers, lakes, ponds,
and reservoirs with
surrounding habitats
ranging from barren to
heavily vegetated sites.
Typically nests on
isolated islands in
lakes or reservoirs;
rarely nests on
peninsulas.

POTENTIAL for and/or
ELIMINATED FROM
OCCURRENCE IN
DETAILED ANALYSIS
TUMBLEWEED PROJECT
IN THE EA?
AREA?

None. If extant in Utah, this
species most likely occurs in
montane forests in the Uinta
Mountains.

Yes, no habitat present.

None. Potential habitat does
not occur in Tumbleweed
Project Area.

No, carried forward for
analysis.

None. Potential habitat does
not occur in Tumbleweed
Project Area.

No, carried forward for
analysis.

None. Potential habitat does
not occur in Tumbleweed
Project Area.

No, carried forward for
analysis.

Low. This species is known to
occur in the West Desert and
the Uinta Basin as a summer
No, carried forward for
resident and a common
analysis.
migrant. No ferruginous hawk
nests have been documented
within the Project Area.

None. In Utah, the species is
known to nest on islands
associated with Great Salt and
Utah lakes. In northeastern
Yes, no habitat present.
Utah, the species occurs as a
transient on larger water
bodies.

SPECIES

Swainson’s hawk
Buteo swainsoni

Greater sage-grouse
Centrocercus
urophasianus

STATUS

SS

SS; PIF

HABITAT
Inhabits grasslands,
deserts, agricultural
areas, shrublands, and
riparian forests.
Breeding birds nest in
trees in or near open
areas. In Utah, the
species also occurs in
marshlands; rarely
occurs in brushy areas
or scrub desert.
Inhabits upland
sagebrush habitat in
rolling hills and
benches. Breeding
occurs on open leks (or
strutting grounds) and
nesting and brooding
occurs in upland areas
and meadows in
proximity to water and
generally within a 2mile radius of the lek.
During winter,
sagebrush habitats at
submontane elevations
commonly are used.

POTENTIAL for and/or
ELIMINATED FROM
OCCURRENCE IN
DETAILED ANALYSIS
TUMBLEWEED PROJECT
IN THE EA?
AREA?
Low. This species occurs in
the Uinta Basin as an
uncommon summer resident
and common migrant. It
requires trees of moderate
height for nesting. No
Swainson’s hawk nests have
been documented within the
Project Area.

Yes, no habitat present.

High. The species is
widespread, but declining, with
No, carried forward for
extant populations in Uintah
analysis.
and Daggett counties. Leks
occur near the Project Area.

SPECIES

STATUS

Mountain plover
SS; PIF
Charadrius montanus

Long-billed curlew
SS
Numenius americanus

HABITAT
In the Uinta Basin,
small mountain plover
populations breed in
shrub-steppe habitat
where vegetation is
sparse and sagebrush
communities are
dominated by
Artemesia spp. with
components of black
sage and grasses. Nest
locations also vary with
respect to topography
(nests were located on
flat, open ground; on
the top or at the base of
slopes; or very close to
large rocky
outcroppings).
Inhabits shortgrass
prairies, alpine
meadows, riparian
woodlands, and
reservoir habitats.
Breeding habitat
includes upland areas
of shortgrass prairie or
grassy meadows with
bare ground
components, usually
near water.

POTENTIAL for and/or
ELIMINATED FROM
OCCURRENCE IN
DETAILED ANALYSIS
TUMBLEWEED PROJECT
IN THE EA?
AREA?

None. The only known
breeding population of
mountain plover in Utah is
located on Myton Bench.

Yes, no habitat present.

None. Widespread migrant in
Utah. Breeding birds are fairly
common but localized,
primarily in central and
northwestern Utah. Potential Yes, no habitat present.
nesting has been reported in
Uintah County, but has not
been confirmed. Habitat does
not occur in the Project Area.

SPECIES

Black tern
Chlidonias niger

Short-eared owl
Asio flammeus

Burrowing owl
Athene cunicularia

STATUS

SS

SS

SS

HABITAT
Habitat includes
reservoirs, lakes,
ponds, marshes with
open water, and
sewage lagoons in
association with tall
tules, reeds, or other
vegetation along the
edge of water bodies.
Nests typically are
floating and are made
from pieces of cattail
and other marsh
vegetation.
Inhabits arid
grasslands, agricultural
areas, marshes, and
occasionally open
woodlands. In Utah,
cold desert shrub and
sagebrush-rabbit brush
habitats also are
utilized. Typically a
ground nester.
Inhabits desert, semidesert shrubland,
grasslands, and
agricultural areas.
Nesting habitat
primarily consists of
flat, dry, and relatively
open terrain; short
vegetation; and
abandoned mammal
burrows for nesting
and shelter.

POTENTIAL for and/or
ELIMINATED FROM
OCCURRENCE IN
DETAILED ANALYSIS
TUMBLEWEED PROJECT
IN THE EA?
AREA?

None. This species is a
localized breeder in Utah at
Utah, Great Salt, and Pelican
lakes and along the Green
River. In Uintah County, the Yes, no habitat present.
species is known to nest on
sandbars in and along the
Green River. Habitat does not
occur in the Project Area.

None. The species breeds in
northern Utah and occurs as a
migrant potentially throughout
the state. It is known to occur
in Uintah County, with
Yes, no habitat present.
occurrence probable in
Duchesne County. Habitat for
this species does not occur in
the Project Area.

None. Burrowing owls nest in
desert/grassland habitats and
are found in close association
with prairie dog colonies in
Yes, no habitat present.
Northeastern Utah. Habitat
for this species does not occur
in the Project Area.

STATUS

HABITAT

POTENTIAL for and/or
ELIMINATED FROM
OCCURRENCE IN
DETAILED ANALYSIS
TUMBLEWEED PROJECT
IN THE EA?
AREA?

SS; PIF

Inhabits open habitats
including pine forests,
riparian areas, and
piñon-juniper
woodlands. Breeding
habitat typically
includes ponderosa
pines and cottonwoods
in stream bottoms and
farm areas. The
species inhabits
agricultural lands and
urban parks, montane
and desert riparian
woodlands, and
submontane shrub
habitats.

Low to None. In Utah, the
species is widespread, but is an
uncommon nester along the
Green River. Breeding by this Yes, no habitat present.
species has been observed in
Ouray and Uintah counties,
and along Pariette Wash.

Common yellowthroat
SS
Geothlypis trichas

Documented habitat
usage includes marshes
and wet hummocks as
well as montane and
desert riparian
woodlands.

Low. Occurs throughout Utah,
with probable occurrence in
Uintah county. This species is
known to breed at the Ouray
Yes, no habitat present.
National Wildlife refuge and
along the Green River.
Limited habitat for the species
occurs along Willow Creek.

Blue grosbeak
Guiraca caerulea

Inhabits desert riparian
woodlands (including
areas of tamarisk
invasion), marshes,
grasslands, and rural
areas. Suitable nest
habitat includes dense
vegetation in otherwise
open areas.

Low to None. Known to breed
in the southern portion of Utah.
However, this species has been
Yes, no habitat present.
documented at the Ouray
National Wildlife Refuge and
along the Green River.

SPECIES

Lewis’ woodpecker
Melanerpes lewis

SS

SPECIES

STATUS

Bobolink
SS
Dolichonyx oryzivorus

White-tailed prairie
dog
Cynomys leucurus

Spotted bat
Euderma maculatum

SS

SS

HABITAT

POTENTIAL for and/or
ELIMINATED FROM
OCCURRENCE IN
DETAILED ANALYSIS
TUMBLEWEED PROJECT
IN THE EA?
AREA?

Inhabits mesic and
irrigated meadows,
riparian woodlands,
and subalpine marshes
at lower elevations
(2,800 to 5,500 feet
amsl). Suitable
breeding habitat for
this ground nester
includes tall grass,
flooded meadows,
prairies, and
agricultural fields;
forbs and perch sites
also are required.

None. The species breeds in
isolated areas of Utah,
primarily in the northern half
of the state. No breeding by
this species has been
documented within the
proposed Project Area.

Yes, no habitat present.

None. Suitable habitat does
not occur within the
Tumbleweed Project Area.

Yes, no habitat present.

Inhabits grasslands,
plateaus, plains and
desert shrub habitats.
White-tailed prairie
dogs form colonies or
“towns” and spend
much of their time in
underground burrows
and hibernating during
the winter.
Inhabits desert shrub,
sagebrush-rabbitbrush,
piñon-juniper
woodland, and
ponderosa pine and
montane forest
habitats. The species
also uses lowland
riparian and montane
grassland habitats.
Suitable cliff habitat
typically appears to be
necessary for
roosts/hibernacula.
Spotted bats typically
do not migrate and use
hibernacula that
maintain a constant
temperature above
freezing from
September through
May

Low to moderate. The species
potentially occurs throughout
Utah; however, no occurrence
records exist for the extreme
northern or western parts of the
Yes, no habitat present.
state. Known occurrences
have been reported in
northeastern Uintah County.
Roosting habitat could occur in
areas with cliff habitats.

SPECIES

STATUS

Townsend’s big-eared
bat
SS
Corynorhinus
townsendii

HABITAT

POTENTIAL for and/or
ELIMINATED FROM
OCCURRENCE IN
DETAILED ANALYSIS
TUMBLEWEED PROJECT
IN THE EA?
AREA?

Inhabits a wide range
of habitats from
semidesert shrublands
and piñon-juniper
woodlands to open
montane forests.
Roosting occurs in
mines and caves, in
abandoned buildings,
on rock cliffs, and
occasionally in tree
cavities. Foraging
occurs well after dark
over water, along
margins of vegetation,
and over sagebrush.

Low. The species occurs in
Duchesne and Uintah counties.
Roosting habitat potentially
Yes, no habitat present.
could occur in areas where
rock cliffs and caves are
present.

SPECIES

STATUS

Brazilian free-tailed
bat
Tadarida brasiliensis

SS

Northern river otter
Lontra canadensis

SS

Thirteen-lined ground
squirrel
SS
Spermophilus
tridecemlineatus

Milk snake
Lampropeltis
triangulum

SS

HABITAT
Typically inhabits
woodland to lowland
areas where the species
roosts in caves,
crevices in cliff faces,
buildings, and under
bridges. This species
inhabits urban areas,
lowland riparian
woodlands, desert
shrub, and ponderosa
pine forests. Known to
overwinter (some
remaining active) in
the southwestern part
of the state.
Inhabits rivers, lakes,
and riverine habitats,
with associated
riparian vegetation.
The species occurs in
montane forests to
desert canyons within
areas of suitable habitat.
Inhabits plains,
grasslands, sagebrush,
rabbitbrush, and
montane meadows, but
also utilizes disturbed
sites such as pastures,
prairie dog towns,
roadsides, golf courses,
and cemeteries. The
species prefers
cultivated field and
grassland habitats.
Heavier soils (e.g.,
clays, loams, or sandyloams) are preferred.
The species hibernates
between October and
April.
Occurs in cold desert
through montane
regions where it
inhabits grassland,
shortgrass prairie,
sagebrush, desert
scrub, ponderosa pine,
and piñon-juniper
woodland habitats.

POTENTIAL for and/or
ELIMINATED FROM
OCCURRENCE IN
DETAILED ANALYSIS
TUMBLEWEED PROJECT
IN THE EA?
AREA?

Low. The species is known to
occur in all but the
northernmost parts of Utah
(Box Elder and Daggett
counties). Roosting habitat for Yes, minimal potential for
this species potentially could habitat.
occur in areas where rock cliffs
and caves are present, as
discussed above for
Townsend’s big-eared bat.

None. Habitat for this species
does not occur in the Project
Yes, no habitat present.
Area.

None. Habitat for this species
does not occur in the Project
Yes, no habitat present.
Area.

Low. Known to occur in the
Uinta Basin region. Relative
Yes, minimal potential for
to the Project Area, individuals
habitat or occurrence.
could be present at some
portion of their life cycle.

SPECIES

STATUS

Great Plains rat snake
SS
Elaphe guttata emoryi

Sage sparrow
Amphispiza belli

PIF

Virginia’s warbler
Vermivora virginiae

PIF

Black-chinned
hummingbird
PIF
Archilochus alexandri
Gray flycatcher
Empidonax wrightii

PIF

Cassin’s kingbird
Tyrannus vociferans

PIF

Gray vireo
Vireo vicinior

PIF

Pinion jay
Gymnorhinus
cyanocephalus

PIF

Juniper titmouse
Parus inornatus

PIF

White-throated swift
Aeronautes saxatalis

PIF

HABITAT
Occurs in eastern Utah
in major valleys of the
Colorado River.
Habitats include stream
courses, river bottoms
and rocky wooded
hillsides. It is a
secretive snake which
spends much of the
time in rodent burrows
and is nocturnal during
warm weather.
Dry
sagebrush/scrublands
with sparse vegetation.
Dry woodlands, scrub
oak brushlands,
canyons and ravines.

POTENTIAL for and/or
ELIMINATED FROM
OCCURRENCE IN
DETAILED ANALYSIS
TUMBLEWEED PROJECT
IN THE EA?
AREA?

None. Habitat for this species
does not occur in the Project
Yes, no habitat present.
Area.

High. Portions of the Project
Area have suitable habitat for
sage sparrows.
Low. The Project Area may
have potential habitat for this
species.
Low. Pinyon/Juniper
Dry lowlands and
woodlands in the Project Area
foothills with piñonmay have potential habitat for
juniper woodlands.
this species.
Arid areas of sagebrush Low. The Project Area may
or piñon-juniper
have potential habitat for this
woodlands.
species.
Sparse woods, dry
Low to None.
scrub.
Dry shrubby areas,
Low. The Project Area may
chaparral, sparse
have potential habitat for this
woodlands.
species.
Semiarid foothills with High. The Project Area has
piñon-juniper
large areas of potential habitat
woodlands.
for this species.
High. The Project Area has
Sparse piñon-juniper
large areas of potential habitat
and oak woodlands.
for this species.
Low. Areas along Willow
Cliffs and canyons.
Creek. may have potential
habitat for this species.

FE=Federally listed as endangered,
FT=Federally listed as threatened
FC=Federal candidate
SE=State listed as endangered in Utah,
ST=State listed as threatened in Utah,
SS=Utah state sensitive species
PIF=Partners in Flight species of concern, Colorado Plateau, potentially in Vernal Field Office

No, potential habitat present.
Yes, potential habitat not
found in Project Area.

No, potential habitat present.

No, potential habitat present.
Yes, potential habitat not
found in the Project Area.
No, potential habitat present.

No, potential habitat present.

No, potential habitat present.
Yes, cliffs along Willow
Creek would not be affected
by the alternatives.

